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(ATTACHMENT C1)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: ALLENSTOWN.

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73

(FORM A-16)

73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 59 64 76 '65 85
Births

Less Than 1 Year 27 30 37 56 70
Age 1 36 21 65 68 72

2 .59 33 68 89- 76
3 51 43 68 72 96
4 48 53 69 72 68

5 75 70 64 76 85
6 58 69 60 64 91

7 62 38 83 73 77
8 64 70 66 94 87
9 56 62 r 84 50 83

10 56 51 68 73 61
11 62 56 60 75 85
12 54 63 69 67 69
13 52 63 66 81 63
14 56 50 60 61 78
15 45 63 65 56 67
16 42 41 56 68 55
17 38 46 42 40 64

Through 18 36 10 33 39 44

Sub-Totals
0- 4 221 180 307 357 382
0- 5 296 250 371 433 467
5-11 433 416 485 505 569

12-13 106 126 135. 148 132
14-17
5-17

181 200,
720 742

223
843

225
878

264
965

6-18 681 682 812. 841 924

Total 0-18 977 932, 1183 1274 1391

.*From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

5 4
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( ATTACHMENT El )

ENROLLTT AND POPULAaON PROJECTIONS

ALLENSTOWN

All slopes are given in people per year

Total Population

+2.25
Births

+99.3

Enrollment Grade 1-8

0.00

+37.5

+5..07

1st Grade Enrollment

-0.25

ACTUAL PROJECTED

1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68.69 70 71 72 73 74 75 _76 77

Year
5 5

40



Allenstown School District

Summary Data Report

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

School Census Information (A16)

OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

-.,Within

District

Outside

District

Within

District

Outside

District

Within

District

,Outside

District

5 6 7 8 9 10

Total No. of Chil-

dren Ages 0-18

As of:

Sept. 1, 1970 283 118 171 51 22 1

Sept. 1, 1971 282 150 183 46 20

Sept.:1, 1972 570 178 22 37 6

1, 1973 604 2 149 25 19 19
.Sept,

Sept. .1, 1974 831 9 9 25 8

Tuition To

COMPARISON OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

(Eligible for Vouchers) (District's Present Public School Loading)

.Census ADM Census Unrepeated Fall ADM

Total in Res. Total State Enrollment in Attend.

Col. 56 Total Col. 5-10 Registration Total Total

606 627.1 816 445 437 443.8

COMPARISON OF TUITION INFORMATION ('73-'74)

(Fall.RepOrt)
. (Determination of Res. Pupil Nember)

..Elem. ..High. School
School ._

Pine Haven

Bancroft Products,,Inc,

Pembkroke Academy

Pembroke Elementary 2

56

1.3

0.1

181.9
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COMMUNITY OF

CANDIA

Candia, known in colonial days-as "Charmingfare" has a land area
of 30.2 square miles. "Unlike many New England towns, Candia
'contains no large village, tut is composed of several small oneS
from which extend in all directions roads along which farming
communities were.developed." (Candia Bi-centennial 1763-1963,
1963,'page 8). Today, the,farmland lies mostly fallow or has
been converted to more profitable use.

Canaia is"bound by Hooksett, Allenstown, Deerfield, Raymond, Chester,
and Auburn and is located 12 miles from Manchester - New, Hampshire's
most, populated and industrial city. 65.3% of'Candia's native
American residents were, born in New Hampshire but only 7.4% have
occupied the same residence since 1949 or earlier.

This iS amiddle class working community of 2,289 and many of its
.inhabitants are employed in.nearby Manchester. Clerical workers
and professional, technical and kindred workers comprise 33% of
Candia's labor force. -Another 25.1% are employed in industry as
craftSmen, foremen or non-transport operatives.

Candia's median family income, $9,520 is the lowest of the.five
districts which have voted interest in a vouchertest and just

. belbw that of the state ($9,698). However,- unlike the other four,
Candia has no families earning less than $2,000 per year. Four fami-
lies in Candia are beloW the poverty level.* Two families and seven
unrelated individuals receive public assistance or welfare..,

Can la s lous ing pic ure is a-poor one when-cbmgared.ltd-the-domicite
characterstics of the state.as.a whole. 11.7% of the 569 year
round units have no,bath or share-a bath! That figure.iS 3.6% for
New Hampshire. 11%-of Candia's units are unheated or heated by
fireplace OT stove only. This is more than double the percent
statewide (5.1%). Sixty housing.units, or 10.2% have no running
water or only cold water. For the state the figure is 4.6%._
Only 2.35 of persons 25 years and older residing in Candia have
completed less than a seventh grade education. 67.9% have a high
school-education or better.

.

CandiaAhas one public school which in SepteMber, 1974, enrolled 400
YoungS,ters in grades 1 through 8 including special, education.
Candias 178 secondary.students, attend schools in Manchester and
Raymond under short term tuition contracts. The census report
of September 1, 1974, indicates that 13 children attend parochial
schools outside the:district while 27 attend privatelpre-schools
within the district and 27 attend private schools outside the district.

5 9



There is a slight variation between the census report and fall
enrollments of three children. Since the fall enrollment total
is higher, perhans these three children are non-resident pupils
in the elementary school, although no non-resident pupils were
in attendance in '73-,74.

*Poverty Level: families or unrelated individuals (except college
students in dormitories or members of the Armed
Forces in barracks) classified as being below the
poverty level using the poverty index adopted by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.-

6 0



( ATTACHMENT E2 )

School District: Candia

MIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITY1

Total Native Pop. 1970 1793

_%_Born NH
% " North East
% II

" Central
% " South

" West
": Other

%.Pop. in same Res.
1949 Or earlier

65.3

26.3
0.6
1.8
0.7
5.4

44

Co=munity Profile
Data Sheet

Population Density 66.1 People/Square Mile

Population2 1974 2296 _

% Pop. Change 70-74 15.0%
% II 60-70 34.0%

Population Projections3 1980
1990

17.4 II 2000

School Age Population (0-18) for Yeak4
Total Attending School
Total Not Attending for Various Reasons

SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS
5

'74-'75
644
33

A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17

B. Estimated number of disadvantaged school--age children 5-17

C. Percentage of disadvantaged achool-age children 5-17

D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11

E. Estimated number of children ages '12-13
F. Estimated number of children ages 14-17.

G. Estimated number of-pre-School age children under five (5)

H. School growth index (ratio of pre-school age children
under five .(5) to SchdOl-age children .5-17)

I. School-to-community load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17

to the 18-64 age 9rOup)
J. Total census area population-
K. Percentage of census area population non-white
L. Average nuMber of persons per household
M. Percentage of children undr2r. 18 not.living with a male parent

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Cost per pupil:6 Year '73-'74 .Elementary $ 661.35
Middle/Jr. .High

High $1,002.36**

5,200
5,200
9,400

-599

-113

1880
338
103_

158_

198

0.33 .

0.58

0.20
3.60
3.89

Equalized Valuation per pupil: $24,941 'Year 1972 Pupils '73-'74

Transportation To Contiguous
& Other Participating Districts1.

.Miles
19

7

8

8

39

Allenstown
Auburn
Chester
Deerfield
Hollis

Existing Alternative Programs within
District.

Miles None:i ,1974-!75
_

Hooksett .13
Raymond 6



School District:
Candia

(oont'd) p.2 Additional Information

Family Income (% of Families) :1

Community Profile

Data Sheet

Under 1000- 2000- 3000- 4000- 5000- 6000- 7000- 8000- 9000- 10 000- 12,000- 15,000- 25,000- 50,000

$1,000 1999 2999 3999 4999 5999 6999 7999 8999 9999 11,999 14,999 24,999 49,999 or more

0.0 0.0 1.1 4.5 4.1 9.4 5.6 8.4 140 5.4 14.6 7,7 115 4.5 19

Year Round Housing Units and Domicile Characteristics: 1

# Year

Round

Units

% Units

Unheate.

% Units

Heated by

Fire, Stov:.

% Units-Shared

Bath'or None

% Units-In-

complete or

Shared Kitch-

en

% Units-No

Piped Water

% Units

Cold

Water

% Units-without

Toilet or Shared

% Units-No

Shower or

'Shared Shower

or Tub-

589 3.4 /.0 .11.7 6 8 5.3 4 9 6 8 9 3
_

Percent of Year Round Units by Persons Per Room:1

.50 or Less .51 - .75 .76 - 1.00 1.01 - 1.50 1.51 or More

48.4 28.5 15.1 6.4 1.6

Percent of Persons 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:1

No School Grs, 1 4 Grs. 5-6 Gr. 7 Gr. 8 Grs. 9-11 Gr. 12 Coll. 1-3 Coll. 4 Coll. 5 or More

0.0 0.0 0 5 1 8 13.1 16.7 36.1 17.9 8 5 5 4

Housing Iacking Basic Facilities8 % 7.0

% of Work Force Unemployed 8

Yearly Average Income of Weekly,Wage

Earner in Private Industry 8 $ 5,662,00

ian_Family Income 1 $ 9,520.00

2
.Public Aid Per Capita 8 .-$ -3:35--

6

63



(ATTACHMENT B2)
Candia

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning of the Educational
Voucher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

2. 1974.Resident Population Figures prepared by the Office of
Cotprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

3. "Popula, Projections of New Hampshire" prepared by Anderson-
Nichols Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &
Economic Development, May, 1969.

4. Individual: district's school census reports, Form A-16 for
1974-75.

5. "School and Community Indicators, 1970 Census" prepared under
contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 89-10 for Title I,
ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Education, State
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December, 1972.

6. "Prelimii, 7 Costs per Pupil for purposes of 1974-75 Tuition,"
NHSDE Div _,on of Administra-on, December 1974.

7. "1972Ecillaized.Valuation per Pupil 1972-73 of New Hampshire
School Districts," NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974.

8. "Educational Disadvartagc by Whittemore-
Abelson, 1975.

*Reasons for_not attending school:
a) Excused by School Board, State BOard of Education or

Commissioner of Education.
b) Reached 14 or 16, completed elementary but not high school.
c) Completed high school.
d) Reached age 16 though not completed elementary school.

**Calculated from individual district's Financial,Report 1477.10
Account and "Determination of Resident Pupil Membership."

\

6 1
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(ATTACHMENT C2)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: CANDIA

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73

(FORM A-16)

73-74 74-75

*Resident Ave 36 19 20 27 25

Births

Less Than 1 Year 29 23 37 26 27

Age 1 30 35 27 30 33

2 30 30 44 35 39

3 41 37 34 46 36

4 42 40 43 39 51

5 37 47 47 42 42

6 53 45 54 49 44

7 56 50 50 51 50

a 50 53 59 49 53

9 40 50 56 53 52

10 54 40 58 57 56

11 56 55 51 47 58

12 50 57 48 42 47

13 52 51 59 54 40

14 47 56 54 58 53

15 45 46 58 51 58

16 37 56 46 56 52

17 46 41 46 40 50

Through 18 29 39 33 40 34

Sub-7otals
0- 4
0- 5

172
209

165
212

185
232

176,
218

186
228

5-11 346 340 375 348 -- 355

12-13 102 108 107 96 87

14-17 175 199 204 205 213

5-.17 623 647 686 649 655

6-18 615. 639 672 647 647

Total 0-18 824 851 904 865 875

*From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

6 5



( ATTACHMENT E 2 )

ENROLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

CANDIA

All slopes are given in people per year

+50.7

otal Population

Enrollment Grades 1-8

Births

ACTUAL

0

+1.5

1st Grade Enrollment

-0 . 5

VIP

-3.33

-3. 0

.111ww

PROJECTED

48

1958 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80

Year

66,



Candia School Distric

Summary Data eport

.1 No. of Chil-

1 Ages 0-18

If:

. 1, 1970

.. 1, 1971

- 1, 1972

_ 1, 1973

:. 1, 1974

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

School Census Information

OTHER, PRIVATE SCHOOLS

(A16)

;
IA

1-3

0

Within

-District

5

397

383

412
391
394

Outside

District

6

,

154

177

193

180

183.

Within Outside

District Ditri4
7 8

15

17

19

18

13

Within

bisfrict

9

,

i

! 13

18

15

27

Outside

District

.10

.

26

26

18

21

27

COMPARISON. OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA Z
1-3

(Eligible for Vouchers)

Census ADM Census

t
(District's Present Public Sch6o1 Loading) N)

Unrepeated Fall Apm
.,

Tc.tal in Res. Total State Enrollment in Attend.

Col. 56 Total Col. 5-10 Registration Total Total

572 577.5 626 f 419 412 406.2

COMPARISON OF TbITION INFORMATIO'73-'74)

(Fall Report) .131eterMination of Res. Pupil Member)

:ion To:, Elem. Mid/Jrdii,. nigh Sch. Elem. Mid/jr. Hi. High Sch.

:sett-Mem.

pies School

iond Consol.

R.C.

:hester

1

1

3

1.0

3.0

2.0

3.7

31.0

130.6

68
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COMMUNITY dF

DEERFIELD

50

'The town of Deerfield has much of natural beaut. Within its
51.9 square miles ar6 hills and valleys, brook/S:ponds, and lakes.
Rock maple, white maple, birch, beech, red oak, and hemlock com-
pose the forests where. once.abounded numerous' herds of deer.

To the north, the Pawtuckawav Mountains lie/on the line between
Deerfield and Northwood. The towns of Nottingham, Raymond,
Candia, Allenstown,'and EpsOm aiso border/Deerfield.

II

Most of Deerfield's 1,49? residents live/in its three villages;_----
Deerfield, Deerfield Center,'and South'Deerfield. ,Wit1-1-p10115.1-Ja-

tion density of only,22.7 persons per square_DT-56-e'rfield
fr below the state population density io-f-81.7.
mile.

1

Of its total native American population 59,0% were,born in New
Hampshire. Only 10.2% of the total population -have lived in
the same residence since 1949 or earlier.

While all of Deerfield's 409 year round housing units are heated,
their plumbing standards fall short of the total state standards.
In contrast to the state total of 1.3%, 5.9%._,_of:Deerfield's year
round housing units have no piped water.{'Deerfield'S 12.2% with
'shared or no toilet facilities compares Unfavorably with the state
total of/3.6%. 1.3% of the year round h'ousing units in Deerfield
either.share or have no shower dr.tub as opposed-to a'state figure
of 5.6%!.

\

The majority of employed Deerfield residents fall into lour.categories.
These are non-private service workers (18:2%), non-transport opera.
.tives (17.1%), craftsmen, foremen (16.4%) and professional, tech-
nical and kindred workers (12.3%).

The median family income for Deerfield is $10,196. This lies some-:
what above the state median family income of $9,698. -However, no
DeerfieId.families earn $50,000 in a year. While 122 persons in
families are below the poverty level* it is interesting to note that
not one person in the town of Deerfield accepts public assistance.or
.welfare.

The number of school years completed by Deerfield residents 25 years
and older-is comparable to the state total in--all categories except
"4 years of college," The Deerfield figUre of 12:2% nearly doubles

:the state total of 6.9%.- \.

'7 0



51

Deerfield

Deerfield's one public school opened in September, 1974, with'
274 students in grades 1 through 8. In addition, there are three
elementary and two secondary level.children attending two different
private special edUcation programs outside the district for which
the diStrict pays tuition.

Deerfield's 103 secondary stlidents attend five different high schools,
under short term tufflon contracts with the sdrrounding districts
as follows: Raymond - 31 students, Manchester Central - 24 students,
Coe-Brown Academy, Northwood - 42 students, Oyster River High School,
Durham - 2 and Pembroke Academy - 4 students.

The census report for September, 1974,substantiates these figures
and further shows no children attending parochial schools either
within or outside the district, but an additional 13 Children
attending private schools outside the district.

*Poverty Level: families or unrelated individuals (except.College
students in dormitories or members of the Armed
Forces in barracks) classified as being below the
poverty, level using the poverty index adopted by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969. .

.7 1



( ATTACHMENT B3 )

School District: Deerfield

MIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITY1

Total Native Pop. 1970 1377
% Born NH 59.0

North East 31.6

Central 2.8

South
% " West
% " Other
% Pop. in same Res.

1949 or earlier

1.7

0.4
4.5

10.2

52

Community.Profile
Data Sheet,

Population Density 22..7 People/Square Mile

Population2 1974 1561

% Pop. Change 70-74
" 60-70

Population Projections3 1980
1990 3,600

ft 2000 7,000

School Age Population (0-18) for Year4
Total Attene,ing School
Total Not Attending for Various Reasons*

, SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS

'74-'75

381

22

32.5%
65.0%

1,800

A. Estimated number of school-age children .5-17

B. 'Estimated number.of disadvantagedschool-age children 5-17

C. Percentage of disadvantaged school-age children 3-17
D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11
E. Estimated-number of children ages 12713
F. EstiMated number of children ages 14-17'
G. Estimated number of pre-school age children under five. (5)

H. School growth index (ratio of.pre-sChool children
'under five (5) to school-age children 5-17)

I. School-to-community load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17
to the 18-64 _age group)

J. Total census area population
K. Percentage of census area population nor:-white
L. Average number of perSons per,household
M. Percentage-of children under 18 not living with a Male parent

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Cost per pupil:6. Year '73-'74 Elementary $664.08

Middle/Jr. High
High $899.13 **

Equaiized Valuation per pupil:7 $48,390
.
Year 1972

TranSportation To Contiguous
& Other Participating Distribts1

Miles
17

8

8

40

Allenstown
Candia
Epsom
Hollis .

Hooksett 22

319

70

21.99

179
49

91

117

0.37

0.54

0.85

3,5

3.67

Pupils 1973-'74

Existing Alternative Programs within
District.

Miles None: 1974-'75

Northwood 7

Nottingham 6

Raymond 11



School District: Deerfield

(cont'd), p.2 Additional Information

Family Income (% of Families):1

Community Profile

Data Sheet

Under 1000- 2000- 3000 4000- 5000- 6000- 7000- 8000 9000- 10 000- 12,000 15,000 25,000- 50,000

$1,000 1999 2999-3999 4999 5999 6999' 7999- 8999-- 9999- 11,999 14,999 24,999 49,999 or moie

4.6 2.3 4.3 2.0 2 3 5.6 3.9 10.0 10.9 Ell 18.4 13,4 16,5 3 3 0 0

Year RoUnd Housing Units and Domici1e Characteristics:1

0 Year

Round

Units

Units

nheated

% Units

Heated by

Fire, Stove

% Units-Shared

Bath or None

% Units-In-,

complete or

Shared Kitch-

en

% Units-No

Piped Water

% Units

Cold

Water

% Units-without

Toilet or, Shared

% Units-No

Shower or

Snared Shower

or Tub

409 0 10,3 10.5 5.9 5,9 8,1
. 12.2 13.4

'Percent of Year Round Units by Persons Per Room:1

.50 or Less .51 - .75 6 1.00 1.01 - 1,50 1.51 or More

.

51,q 16.6 10.8 14.1 6.7 -
Porce t of Persons 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:1

No/School Grs. 1-4 Grs, 5 6 Gr. 7 Gr. 8 Grs, 9-11 G. 12 Coll. 1-3 CollI 4 Coil. 5 or 4nre
.

1.2 0.9 2 8 8.0 14 2 19,8 25.7 11.9 . 12.2 3.3

Housing Lacking Basic Facilities
8

% 11,6

% of Work Force Unemployed 8 % 3.3

Yearly Average Income of Weekly Wage

Earner in Private Industry 3 $ 6,627.00

Median. Family Income 1 $10,196.00

Public Aid Per Capita 8 $. 6.37



(ATTACHMENT J33) 54

Deerfield

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning of the Educational
Voucher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

2. 1974 Resident Population Figures prepared-b-thb-OffiCe ,of
Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

1

3 "Population Projections of New Hampshire" prepared by Andei4On-
Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &
Economic Development, May, 1969.

A

Individual district!s school census reports, Form A-16 for
1974-75.

"School and Community Indic.T.tors, 1970 Census" prepared under
contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 89-10 for Title I,
ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Education, State
of New Hampshire by'Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D.
December, 1972.

6. "Preliminary Corts per Pupil for. purposes-5T-1974-75 Tuition,"
NHSDE Division.of Administration, December-2:-; -1974.

7. "1972 Equalized Valuation per Pupil 1972-73 of New Hampshire
School Districts," NHSDE Division of Administrat-i-om,_:June' 11,
1974.

8. "Educational DisadVantage in New Hampshire" b'y Whittemoie-
Abelson 1975. .

*Reasons for not attending school
-a) Excused by School. Board, State Board of Education or

Commissioner of.Education.
b) Reached 14 or 16, completed elementary b t not high school.

-c) CompIeted high school.
d) Reached age 16 though not completed elementary.school.

**Calculated.from individual district's Financial Report.1477.10
Account and "Determination of Resident Pupil Membership"
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(ATTACHMENT C3)

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: DEERFIELD

DATA_F.ROM_SCHOOL CEN_SUS REPORT

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73

(FORM A-16)

73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 28 22 20 26 19

Births

Less Than 1 Year 20 17 16 13

Age 1 22 24 23 20 24
2 15 25 23' 24 19
3 31 17 27 23 32
4 25 38 22 2,8 29
5 23 26 38 24 30
6 24 23 26 38 37
7 33 28 26 33 36
8 29

37
32
9 34

26
34

\34 32
25

10 28 40 31 36 30
11 31 27 44 35 38
12 , 29 32 27' 44 32
13 s\, 25 31 37 28 41
14 28 .24 31 38 26
15 25 32 2' 34 38
16 27 24 29 25 32
17 20 23 22 26 27

.Through 18 .25 18 25 17

Sub-Totals
0- 4 113 121 111 108 , 125
0- 5 136 147 149. 132 15E
5711 205 210 225 225 228

12-13 54, 63 64. 72 73
14-17 100 103 113 123 1';!5

5-17 359 376 402 420 424
6-18 361 368 389 413 399

Total 0718 497 515 538. 545 554

*From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

0



( ATTACHMENT E3 )

ENROLLMENT AND POpULATION PROJECTIONS

DEERFIELD

All slopes are given in people per year

67.0

Population

Births

+12.0

Enrollment Grades 178

+1.5

st Grade Enrollment

ACTUAL

+0,65

56

PROJECTED

1958 .:59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 , 78 79 80

Year



Total No, 'of Chil-

D:en Ages 0-18

As Of:

-Sept.-A.,- .1970

Sept. 1, 1971

Sept. 1, 1972

Sept. 1, 1973

Sept, 1,1974

TuitiOn,To:

Easter Seal

Ms.. Jacques.

Moore Ctr, (MARC)

ManchestuCenmil

Raymond

Manchester Memorial

Coe-Brown Academy

Oyster River

Pembroke Academy

Manchester

Deerfield School District

Summary Data Report

School CenSus Informatirr (A16)

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Within Outside Within , Outside Within' Outside

District District District District District District

5 6 , 7. 8 9 10

-325--

340

356

377

270 iO4

COMPARISON OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

(Eligible for Vouchers)

Census ADM Census

Total in Res. Total

Col. 56 Total. Col, 5-10

377 377.5 392

2

5

14

18

4 3

(District's Present Public School Loading)

Unrepeated- Fall ADM

State .Enrollment in Attend,

Registration Total Total

281 281 275,2

COMPARISON OF 'TUITION INFORMATION ( 73-'74)

'(Fall'Report) (Determination'Of Res, Pupil Member)

Elem. .
Mid/Jr. High High School Elem, Mid/Jr, High High School.

2 1.8

1,0

1 1.0

17

35 42.7

1$

1

31.5

1.0

1,0

18.3

f-N ,

79
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COMMUNITY

H 0 L L,r s

Hollis lies along the Massachusetts border-between Brookline and
Nashua and is bounded to the north by Milford. Amherst, and'
Merrimack. It is 33.1 square miles and has a population of
2,998. It is still a predominately rural community with a dis-
tinct village center, but new,homes and businesses are slowly
replacing apple orchards and farmland:

The Hollis population is a. homogenous one. .42.4% of the native
Americans were born in New Hampshire and more than 25% of its
residents have occupied the same home since 1949 or earlier. There
are no racial or ethnic minorities and only 1.1% are'foreign born.

Nearly 10% of the employed persons in Hollis earn their livelihood
as farmers, farm managers or: farm laborers: This Is more than
eight times the statewide figure of 1.2%. Professional, technical',
and kindred workers comprise 23.7% of the town's work force in
contrast to 8.4% throughout New Hampshire.

At $10,549, the median family income in Hollis is nearly $900 above.
the state median. -Five families earn $50,000 or more per year and.
neatly one-fourth earn over $15,000 per year. However, 320 persons-
in families fall below the poverty level* and 106 families receive
welfare or public assistance.

Hollis' 821 year round homes are neither markedly above nor below
those of the state. 87% are single familY dwellings.

The educational level of Hollis. residents 25 years and older is better
than the state. 23.3 have graduated from or gone beyond college.
Only 3.6% have less than eighth grade schooling, while statewidti the
figure is more than twice as high.

The School Census report of September 1,. 1974, shows a total of 774
children attending Hollis' three public schools. It also indicates
that 18 children attend parochial schools outside the district, while
15 youngsters attend private "pre-schools"- within the district and
five attend private schools outside the district.

September, 1974, enrollment figures/s1-14-373 students.at the elementary
school (grades 1-5),'349-students.at the middle school (grades 6-8),
ath0,402 stlidents at the'high school (grades 9212).. The enrollment'
fietres for the middle and high schbols included non-resident stu-
ddnts from Brookline (202), Nashua (a), and MasOn (1) for a total of
2a5 non-reidents. Removing these students.fx6m the total enrollMent
figure of 1,124 leaves 919 Hollis students attending public schools
within the district which does not at all compare with the 774' chil-
dren indicated on the.census report. This variation has been noted
and is attributed to an incomplete census enumeration.

8 1
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BoIlie

*poverty Level:

(

families or unrelated individuals (except college
students in dormitories or _members of the Armed
Forces in barracks) classified as being. bel-9,w the
poverty_level using the poverty index adopted by
the Feder0 InteragenCy Committee in 1969.
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School District: Hollis

1MIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITY

Total Native Pop. 1970 2410
% Born NH 42.4

North East 38.8
Central 3.4

South 2.9
West 1.4
Other 11.1

% Pop. in same Res.
1949 or earlier 26.1

Community Profile
Data Sheet

Population Density 79.0 People/Square Mile

Population2 1974
% Pop. Change 70-74

" 60-70

3050

16.7
52.1

Population Projections3 1980 5,100
1990 11,500
2000 20,500

School Age Population (0-18) for Year4
Total Attending School
Total Not Attending for Various Reasons*

'74-'75
812
75

SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS5

f-,
Nes

A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17
B\ Estimated number of disadvantagedschool-age children 5-17
C. Percentage of disadvantaged aohool-age children 5-17
D. Estimated number of children ages '5-11
E. Estimated number of children ages 12-13

. F. Estimated number of children ages 14-17
G. Estimated number of pre-school -Ige children under five (5)

H. School gi-owth index (ratio of pre-s-.)lool age children
under five (5) to school-age chi1dren 5-17)

I. School-to-communqy load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17'
to the 18-64/ age group)

J. Total census area pbpulation
K. Percentage of census area population non-white
L. Average number of persons per household
M. Percentage of children under 18 not living with a male parent

ADDITIONAL INFORMATTON

Cost per pupil:
6

Year '73-'74 Elementary $ 988.36
Middle/Jr. High -$ 889.41
High $1,120.88

774

111

14.36
416

118
240
226

0.29

0.56

2616
0.19
3.5
4.40

Equalized Valuation per pupil:7 $ 36,638 Year 1972 Pupils 1973-'74

Transportation To Contiguous
& Other Participating Districtsi

Allenstown 40 Merrimack
11 .Mi1fordAmherst

Brookline
-Candia
Deerfield.
Hooksett

5

39

44

35

Existing Alternative Programs within
District.

10

8

Nashua 6

Pepperell, MASS6

3

None : 1974- ' 75



School District: Hollis

(cont'd) p.2 Additional Information

Family Income (% of Families):1

Community Profile

Data Sheet

under 1000- 2000 3000- 4000- 5000- 6000- 7000- 8000- 9000- 10,000- 12,000- 15,000 25 000- 50 000

$1,000 1999 2999 3999 4999 5999 6999 7999 8999 9999 11,999 14,999 24,999 49,999 or more

2 5 0 4 3 4 9.2 4.1 4.4 4.7 0 8 6 9 1. 6,1 15.8 19.0 5.9 0.7

Year Round Housing Units and Domicile Characteristics: 1

4 Year % Units % Units % Units-Shared % Units-In- % Units-No % Unit.L. % Units-Without % Units-No

Round Unheates Heated by Bath or None complete or Piped Water Cola Toilet or Shared Shower or

Units Fire, Stov Shared Kitch-

en

Water Shared Shower

or Tub

821 0 5 .5.9 6. . 77 0.0 3.4 2.6

Percent of Year Round Units by Person:, Per Room:1

.50 or Less .51 .75 .76 1.0u 1.01 - 1.50 1.51 or More

60.2 24.1 10.2 4.4 1 2

Percent of.Persons 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:1

No School Grs. 1-4 Grs, 5-6 Gr. 7 Gr. 8 Grs, 9-11 Gr, 12 Coll, 1-3 Coll, 4 Coll. 5 or More

0.3 0 7 1 0 1.4 14.8' 34.3 16.6 18.5 4.8

Housing Lacking Basic Facilities
8

% 2.9

%,of Work Force Unemployed 13 % 4.4

Yearly Average Income of Weekly Wage

Earner in Private Industry 8 4 4 L L477 00--------
Median Family Income 1 $4,549.00. -

Public Aid Per Capita 8
$ 1.44
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Hollis

Footnotes fi Community Profile Data Sheet

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study & Planning of the Educational
Voucher System it New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

9. 1974 Resident Population Figures prepared by the Office of
Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

3 "Population Projections of New Hampshire" prepared by Anderson-
Nichols & Co., Inc. for N.H. Department of Resources &
Economic Development, May, 1969.

4. Individual district's school census reportS, Form A-16 for
1974-75.

5. "School and Community Indicators, 1970 Census" prepared under
contract financed by ESEA, Title I.P.L. 89-10 for\:Title I,
ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of Educa+ion, State)
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December, 1972.

6. "Preliminary Costs per Pupil for purposes of 1974-75 Tuition,"
NHSDE Division of Administration, December 2, 1974.

7. "1972 Equalized Valuation per Pupil 1972-73 of New Hampshire
School Districts," NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974.

8. "Educational Disadvantage in New Hampshire" by Whittemore-
:Abelson, 1975.

*Reasons for not attending school:
a). Excused by School Tioard, .State Board of Education or

Commissioner of Educaon.
b) Reached 14 or. 16, comOeted elementary but not high school.
c) Completed high school.
d) Reached-age 16 though not completed elementary school.
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FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DIZ'TRICT: HOLLIS

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT (FORM A-16)

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 39 38 76 34 31

Births

Less Than 1 Year 36 22 3 21 5

Age 1 42 46 30 18 27

, 35 46 30 39 22

3 50 44 50 40 39
4 ^7 49,), 47 49 59

5 67 42 43 54 58
6 56 73 54 56 49
7 74 65 64 57 63
8 54 73 68 71 49
9 66 61 87 73 81

A 60 66 61 83., 67
:,1 57 59 69 56 85
2 46 71 75 76 72

13 77 56 66 81 , 79
14 53 71 63 71 .75

15 68 55 73 65 72

16 63 65 66 72 64
17 37 .46 62 58 70

Through 18 25 7 65 63 49
I

Sub-Totals t

0- 4 200 207 160 167 152
0- 5 267 249 203 221 210
5-11 434 439 441 450 452

12-13 123 127 141 157 151
14-17 221 237 264 266 281
5-17 778 803 846 873 884;

6-18 736 768 868 882 875

Total 0-18 1003 1017 1071 1103 1085

*F-rom Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

81



(ATTACHMENT E4 )

EN;OLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

HOLLIS

All slopes are given in people per year

+95.0

Total Population

+13.5

irths

Enrollment Grades 1-8

+3.78

1st Grade Enrollment

+1.43

ACTUAL

-2.57

-4.0 N.

1658 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70

8 'icar

71 72 73 74

64

-10 .

PROJECTED

I

75 76 77 78 79 80



Hollis School jistrict

Summary Data Report

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS

School Census Information (A16)

OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Within

District

Outside

District

Within

District

Outside

District

Within

District

Outside

District

5 6 7 8 9 10

No. of Chil-

Ages 0-18

1, 1970 707 8

1, 1971 726 9 6

1, 1972 778 1 10 4

1, 1973 826 9 1

1, 1974 774 18 15 5

COMPANSON OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

(Eligible for Vouchers) (District's Present Public School Loading)

Census ADM Census Unrepeated Fall ADM

Total in Res. Total State Enrollment in Attend.

Col. 5'66 Total Col. 5-10 Registration Total Total

ion To:

Ridge Sch.7Vt.

Hope

esidents

ioned From:

)okline

;hua (Parents Pay)

828 853.0 840 1126 1078 1045.3

COMPARISON OF TUITION INFORMATION ('73-'74)

(FaIl Report) (Determination of Res. Pupil Member

Elem. Mid/Jr. High High School Elem. Mid/Jr.High High School

1

3 2.0 1.0

80.9 110.0
0.4 4.0

9 0
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COMMUNITY OF

H 0 OKSETT

Hooksett's geographic location set the direction for the town's
growth. Situated on the Merrimack River between Concord and Man-
chester. Hooksett's waterways, rails and road transportation ;:';:oe
rise in the 1800's to flourishing industrial activity. Once
canals and locks linked Boston... via te Charles River, and Concord,
New Hampshire; and the town was then Ihe scene of much tourist and
business trade.

Th( r? are 37.1 square miles of land area in Hooksett. Manchester,
Auburn, Candia, Deerfield, Bow, Dunbarton, and Goffstown are its
bordering communities. Hooksett has 150.0 people per square mile
as compared to 81.7 overall.for New Hampshi7-e. It is the most
densely populated of the five towns seeking funds to establish
an education voucher demonstration.

(M.2% of the native American residents of Hooksett were born in
Hampshire and 18.1% of:the total population have resided in

the same dwelling since. 1949 or earlier. No Blacks or Spanish-
Americans are numbered among the 6,576 inhabitants but 3.8% of
the population is foreign born.

Hooksett's employment profile reflects.a concentration in business
and industry and the town's. proximity to an urban center. 18.2%
of the employed persons GO work of a clerical nature and 30.9%
work in tie industry related jobs of craftsMen foremen, and non-
transport-operatives.

'Hooksett families have a median income of $10,456. 51.9% of the
families have an income of between $10,000 and S25,000 per year.
Six families have earnings in excess of $50,000.

343 per-sbns in families are below the poverty level.* 266 families
and 10 unrelated persons receive public assiStance br welfare bene-
fits S,145,900 is expended for these purposes.

There are 1.,677 year round housing units in Hooksett. Nearly 80%
are single family dwellings. The incidence of poorly accommodated'
homes is somewhat less than that of ,the state.

11.9% of tne Hooksett residents 'over 25 have completed Tess than
an 8th grade education for the state-Ahat figure is 9.3%. 52.5%
have-at -least a high school educatiOn while statewide the figure
i- 57.6%.

Thejlooksett school district supports two elementary schools\_and one
junior.high school. Enrollments in September, 1974, for these
schools wele: Jr. High - 253 students, Fred C. Underhill Elementary
(1-6) 393 stud...Hits, and Hooksett Village'Elementary (1-6) -365
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Hoc-,kst!tt

students. Hooksett students at The secondary level attend, under
short term tuition contracts, the following schools: Manchester
Central - 336 students; Manchester West - 41 students; Raymond -
I student, and Pembroke Academy - 16 students. In addition, seven .
elementary, one junior high and one high school student attend
private schools outside the district for which the dist7ict assumes
7,l1tion liability. This a.:counts for a total rf 1,105 school

children attending public schoo:s within or outside the dis-
trict '=nd nine attending private schools outside the district.

The cen-3hs report of SepteMber 1, 1974, indicates a total of 1,398
children attending public_chools within or outside the district.
The difference of seven chiqdren may be accounted for by either non-
residency or incompleteness\of census enumeration. This report
also shows that 31 children\attend parochial schools within the
district, although there ar none, and C1 attend parochial schools
outside the district. There. are 36 pre-schoolers attending private
schools within the district,\ as are one 15 year old and one 18 year
old. 32 children attend private schools (pre-school or other) out-
side the district.

*Poverty Level: families or qnrelated individuaTS (except college
students in dJrm-i-tories or members of the Armed
Forces in bar acks classified as being below the
poverty level using the poverty index adopLed by
the Federal Interagency Committee in 1969.
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School District: Hooksett

MIGRATION & POPULATION STABILITY
1

Total Native Pop. 1970 5336
% Born NH 60.2
% " North East 22.7

" Central 1.6

% " Seuth 1.5
% " West 0.8

% " Other 13.2

.% Pop. in same Res.
1949 or earlier 18.1

School Age Population (0-18) for Year4

68

Community Profile
Data. Sheet

PopulatLon Density 150.0 People/Square Mile

Populacion Growth- 1974
% Pop. Change 70-74

" 60-70

Population Projections3 1980

Total Attending School
Total Not Attending for Various Reasons*

SCHOOL COMMUNITY INDICATORS, 1970 CENSUS5

0 fl

74-'75
1562

.35

1990
2000

6676
20.0%
49.91

14,000
19,500
24,000

A. Estimated number of school-age children 5-17 141
B. Estimated number of disadvantage school-age children 5-17 271
C. Percentage of disadvantage school-age children 5-17 18.58
D. Estimated number of children ages 5-11 857
E. Estimated number of children ages 12-13 225

F. Estimated number of children ages 14-17 379

G. Estimated number of pre-school age children under five (5) 502

H. School growth index (ratio of pre-school age children
under five (5) to school-age children 5-17) 0.34

I. School-to-community load index (ratio of school-age children 5-17
tothe, 18-64 age group) 0.46

J. Total census area population 5564.

K. Percentage of census area population non-white -0.47

L. Average number of persons per household. 3.5

M, Percentage of children under 18 not living with a male, parent 5.15

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Cost per pupil:6 Year '73-fl4 Elementary $807 70
Middle/Jr. High $786.13
High $950.58.**

Equalized Valuation per pupil:
7

$ 36,031

Transportation To Contiguous
& Other Participating Districts1

Miles
Allenstown 7 Dunbarton
Auburn 12 Goffstown
Bow 8 Hollis
Candia 13 Manchester :6
Deerfield 22

Miles
9
10

38

Year 1972 Pupils '73-'74

Existing Alternative Programs within
District,

None: 1974-'75



District: Hooksett

d) p.2 Additional Information

.
Income (% of Families):1

Community Profile

Data Sheet

1000- 2000- 30ligiL4000- 5000- 6000- 7000- 8000- 9000- 10,000- 12,1pl0- 15,000- 25,000- 53,000

1999 2999 3999 5999 6999 7999 8999 9999 11,999 14,999 24,99'.4 49,999 or more

/2.5 4.1 g....2., 11.7 3.0 5.8 6.8 8.4 8.6 23.2 14.3 14.4 2.9 0.4

bund Housing t.Jnitl and Domicile Characteristics: 1

% Units % Units 1% Units-Shared % Units-In- 'A- Units-No %7Units % Units-without % Units-No

Unheated Heated by Bath or None complete or Piped Water Cold Toilet or Shared Shower or

t'ire, Stove Shared Kitch-

en

Water Shared Shower

or, Tub

0 2.7 4.6 2 6 0.7 2_a 1.1 1 7

It of Year Round Units,by Persons Per Room:1

: Less .51 - .75

17.7

.76 - 1.00

24.4

1.01 - 1.50 1.51 or More

6.3 1.9

It' of Persons 25 Years and Older by Years of School Completed:1

iool Grs. 1-4 Grs. 5-6

5 1.9 4.7

Gr. 7 I Gr. 8

4.5 17.8

Grs. 9-11 Gr. 12 Coll. 1-3 I Coll. 4 Coll. 5 or More

18.0 33.2 10.1 6.6 2.6

ig Lacking Basic Facilities8

gork Force Unemployed 8

( Average Income of Weekly Wage

ler in Private Industry 8

1 Family Income 1

Aid Per Capita 8

% 2.8'

% 4.4

$ 8,241.00

$ 10,456:00

$, 6.75
7

p6
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Hooksett

Footnotes for Community Profile Data Sheet

1. "Proposal to Fund the Study &-Planning of the Educational
VoUcher System in New Hampshire," July 12, 1974.

2. 1974 Resident Population Figures prepared by the Office of
-Comprehensive Planning, Concord, NH.

3. "Population Projections of New Hampshire" prepared by Anderson-
Nichols,& Co., Inc.. for N.H. Department of Resources &
EconoMic Development,.May,- 1969.

4. Individual district's school census reports, Form A-16 for
1974-75.

5. "School and Community Indicators, 1970 Ceusus" prepared under
contract financed by ESEA, Title I P.L. 897-10 for Title I,
ESEA Division of Instruction, Department of EducatiOn, State
of New Hampshire by Applied Urbanetics, Inc., Washington, D. C.,
December, 1972,

6. "Preliminary Costs. per Pupil for purposes of 1974-75 Tuition,"
NHSDE'Division of Administration? December 2, 1974.

7. "1972 Equalized Valuation per Pupil 1972-13 of New. Hampshire
School Districts," NHSDE Division of Administration, June 11,
1974.

8. "Educational Disadvantage in New Hampshire" by Whittemore-
Abelson, 1975.

*Reasons for-not attending school:
a) Excused by School Board, State Board of Education or

Commissioner of Education.-
b) Reached 14 or 16, completed elementary but not high school.
c) Completed high school.
d) Reached age 16 though not completed elementary school.

**Calculated from individual district's Financial Report 1477..10
Account and "Determination of Resident Membership."

CA 7
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ATTACIPENT C5 )

FIVE-YEAR COMPARATIVE CENSUS STUDY

SCHOOL DISTRICT: HOOKSETT

DATA FROM SCHOOL CENSUS REPORT

AGE GROUP 70-71 71-72 72-73

(FORM A-16)

73-74 74-75

*Resident Live 86 92 65 70 75
Births

-Less Than 1 Year 80 .87 62 48 ' 71
Age 1 100 88 94 55 73

2 74 94 104 77 88
3 116 90 106 103 99
4 108 116 97 102 120
5 122 99 121 113. 115
6 133 128\ 112 112 118
7 141 133 130 109 129
8 118 134 137 135 121
9 130 1.09 143 127 133

10 128 142 113 135 141
11 120 .121 145 120 135
12 112 121 119 136 108
13 d15 109 123 111 146
14 128 114 120 117 135
15 80 104 118 115 120
16 98 89 110 129 107
17 63 81 100 101 103

Through 18 61 47 76 60 43

Sub-Totals
0- 4 478 475 463 385 451
0- 5 600 574 584 498 566
5-11 892 866 901 851 892
12-13 227 230 242 247 254

369 388 448 462 465
5-17 1488 1484 1591 1560 1611
6-18 1427 1432 1546 1507 1539

Total 0-18 2027 2006 2130 2005 2105

*From Bureau of Vital Statistics Records

8
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( ATTACHMENT E5 )

ENROLLMENT AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS

HOOKSETT

All slopes are given in people per. year

Enrollment Grades 1-8

+218.0

Total Pepulati

+4.71

1st Grade Enrollment

ACTUAL

1958 59_ 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 '70 71 72 73 74

Year

72

N,

N. -4.57

N

PROJECTED

1'11111
75 76 77 78 79 80



Hooksett School District

Summary Data Report

i

PUBLIC SCHOOLS PAROCHIAL

School Census Information (116)

SCHOOLS OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Within Outside Within

District District District

Outside Within

District District

Outside

District

Total No. of Chil-

dren Ages 0-18

5 6 7_ 8 9 10

As Of:.

Sept. 1, 19/0 981 77-,,,/ 116 14 16

Sept. 1, 1971 970 326 109 10 S

Sept, 1, 1972 1005 409 2 85 41 37

Sept. 1, 1973 1176 202 24 55 14 21

Sept. 1, 1974 1167 231 31 61 40. 32
/.

>
COMPARISON OF 1973-1974 SCHOOL REPORTED DATA

.3
(Eligible for Vouchers) (District's Present Public School Loading)

)0

Census ,ADM Census Unrepeated Fall ADM

Total in Res. Total State Enrollment in Attend.

Col. 5&6 Total Col. 5-10 Registration Total Total

x

z
1378

(Fall

1420,2 '1490 1050

COMPARISON OF TUITION INFORMATION ('73-'74)

1039 1031.1

(.71

of Res. Pupil MemberReport) (Determination

:Tuition To: Elem. Mid/Jr. High High School Elem. Mid/Jr. High High School

Pine Haven 2 3.0

SS for R. Derry 2 2.0

Easter Seal 1 3.0

Crotched Mt. 1 1.0

Amoskeag School 2

Manchester Rehab('i&RC) 1 1.0

Pembroke Academy
12.9

Amer. Sch.-Deaf
0.8

Manchester
1.0 367.9

Non Residents

Tuitioned From:

Auburn
0.4

Candia (Parent Pay)
3.7

101
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, EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES
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EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

The necessity to define alternative follows from the c-incept

of "choice" as defined elsewhere. In the N.H. Voucher Model each

parent mut be able to choose education for his child. In order

to choose, there must be more than one school; consequently, there

must be an alternative school, or better yet, many school options.

The question is what constitutes this "alternative" or, more pre-

cisely, this "alternative school."1

All parents must be able to send their children. to an approved

public or private non-sectarian school other than the local neigh-

borhood school to which the children are presently assigned or

assignable. This means that the voucher value must be sufficiently

high so that the voucher will cover the total cost (tuition and

transportation) of attending at least two such approved schools. Tt

does not mean nor imply that 17he voucher has to cover the cost of

attendance at more than two alternative schools although it may.

I , 'Alternative as used in these position papers when referring
-to a school (or as otherwise used) applies specifically to sup-
pliers or sellers of educational services. To use the language of
RSA-194, the parent must be able to choose between, at least, two
"eligible providers." An alternative exists if the voucher provides
the parent with the option of sending his child to more than one
"eligible provider." No further reference or elaboration need be
made .to staff, program, or .facilities. It is assumed that at least
two Such.autonomous eligible providers is sufficient to generate a
supply response in terms of such variables as staff, cutriculum,
and facilities--if the strength of demand should so warrant.

Alternative is not used, when applied to_schools, to refer to
"alternative schools" in the.restricted technical sense of a
school which offers an edukational progtam opposed to-the usual con-
ventional curricula which are not.customarily available in most
public and pnivate schools.

103
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The voucher value should cover the total educational expense

of the student at-two or more approved schools within the geo-

graphical area for which free transportation is already publicly

provided. The alternative approved schools in such event, however,

must actually be schools as elsewhere previously defined, i.e.,

they must be so recognized or accepted by the State Board of

Education. A school district will give parents sufficient voucher

dollars so that they can effectively choose an approved school

other than the neighborhood school, regardless of whether the local

school is organized into special programs, exotic groupings,-or

what have you.

'On the other hand, a community may meet the "alternative school"

requirement by creating, or by continuing to maintain, at least two

State Board recognized public schools of the same grade level in

the local community. These schools_ need not be geographically

separated; although they may 'and probably will be. Two duly Consti-

tuted approved schools might possibly share some joint physical

facilities and some staff. The important criterion whereby to judge
a

the existence of two alternative schools is "is each as capable :Is

the other in every aspect of reacting independently to parental

demamd,in terms.of personnel,'-curriculum, staff, And facilitiesr

No district is required to operate two such independent schools--

or even one. All that is required is that the-district's voucher

plus the provision for free transportation be sufficient to allow

the parent to choose between at least-two recognized schools somewhere

within the U.S:, either locally or distantly. Where alternatives

are provided outside the district, the Cluestion of independence is

moot.

lu t
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EDUCATIONAL ALTERNATIVES

Purpose

The New Hampshire Education Voucher Model prescribes that

narents be afforded choice between two alternatives for each child

for education at public or private non-sectarian schools.

Although the Model states that these alternatives may be

selected from a full range of public and private non-sectarian

schools in the United.States which meet-with the approval of the

New Hampshire State Board of Education, it was felt that a suffi-

cient number of alternatives could be identified among the schools

in the voucher district and in those districts contiguous to the

voucher district.

Procedure

In order to provide voucher parents with an awareness of the

existing alternatives for public and private non-sectarian educa-

tion within their own voucher districts and in those districts con-

tiguous.to the voucher district, we identified the schools in ques-

tion (See Attachment G),queried them through their superintendents

and local boards as to their willingness to accept voucher students,

and requested that they complete a school descriptive stateMent.

The school descriptive statement (See Attachment H) was deve-

loped to facilitate the collection of data from which descriptive

statements of educatiOnal alternatives could be drawn for parents.

The school descriptive statep:ent was reviewed and critiqued by

t'he superintendents of the voucher district, our staff, and con-
\

sultants.
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The school descriptive statements will be mailed to principals

under a cover letter indicating our willingness to assist them if

-they so desire. Upon receipt of the completed statements at our

office, a narrative s-.atemenr-wil-1 be written summarizing the

important facts about the school.

School administrators and teachers in the voucher district

schools will review the descriptive summary as written by our staff

and be provided an opportunity for whatever update or corn :tions

they deem il'ecessary.

In the contiguous district schools, 'the review, update/correc-

tiOn will be done by administrators only.

A collection of these narrative descriptors will be bound in

a catalog for presentation to parents from which they will choose

the alternative for their child.

This summary for each school will include:

GENERAL INFORMATION - school .name, address, phone number,
principal's name, date school was founded or built, capacity
of the school, grade levels contained in the school and
whether the school is public or private, non-sectarian, tuition.

ADMISSIONS CRITERIA a statement of the school's admission's
criteria, if any.

ORGANIZATION OF THE SCHOOL traditional, open, individualized.

GOALS OF THE SCHOOL -

SPECIAL PROGRAMS AND SERVICES guidance, tutoring, speech
therapist, etc.

EDUCATIONAL POLICIES grading, ability groupings, homework.

CO-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 7 field trips, clubs, organizations.

STAFF DATA - instructional, administrative and special,
experience, degrees, turnover.

STUDENT EVALUATION - type of, 'frequency, parent involvement.

PARENT/SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT - PTO, volunteers.

PHYSICAL FACILITIES - gymnasium, cafeteria, music room, etc.
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RESULTS

As of this writing, of the eleven superintendents contacted

(by mail, phone, and personall:0

/

/ in Nassachusetts--in regard

1
imately 70 public schools iu

nineisuperintendents have respcnded.

New Hampshire .and one

the principals of approx-

uions in contiguous distric,.

Of the nine responding:

--(wo have granted blanket permission to surVey the.princi-
' pals in their union.

--one indicated that he would consider receiving students
on a case-by-case basis at one high School only in his
district-the other schools'i'elementary,through high
'school, are overcrowded..

--two 4enied Pe-mission because:of existing overdtowded con-
',ditiOns.:and/or ldcal bOard policy:not ,tbaccept tuition

tuci6n.t , .... .. .,.
.,..

/

. . . , .....
.

--the remaining superintendents hav.acknowledged our request
but must_await a-decision by thei?!-7l7ocal.boards.which we
-anticiPate befOre the Ond of AUgust.: '

.,

A.direct request or completiOn of the school descriptive

Statoment is being made to the director's. of-the private schools

both in the Noucher district as well as those contiguous.

Contact was made with the superintendent of the Diocese of

Manchester relative to,participation in the prOject. Due to the

fact that Se4ar:ianinstitutions will nbt be allowed to participate,

.
it wa, felthatrequesting_COmpl%tion of the school descriptive

statement at this time:Would be an imposition on the local school

administrators within thp Diocese.

CONCLUSION 1.-
r

,

I
. --------

The.school descriptive statemept.s and the fOrm letiers'to -----7-

principalS have been printed andwill be disseminated to those

107-
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principals for which'wereceived permission during the frst

Week of August and thereafter upon additional receipt of

permission from superintendents.

_Needless to .say, we are in the hope of receiving positive

responses from the superintendents who local boards have pot

.irlet as of this date. Assuming such a positive response, we

anticipate la complete turnaround from dissemination of the

school descriptive statements to ,the principals, receipt of the

completed/statements from the principals, and the return to them

.for review our summary statement by the end of September. The

principals, et al, will return their corrected copy to us where

we will retain it on file until further updating. is requested

of 4;hem during the spring of 1976.

This copy will then be printed for dissemination among the

.parents in the.voucher district.
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Contiguous.Districts
Public Schools - New Hampshire

DISTRICT

Amherst

Auburn

Bow

Brookline

Chester

SCHOOL

SU #41 - Roland L.
Clark
Harold H.
Middle

SU #1:
Village

SU #19 - Antonio
Memorial.

lkins

',GRADES ADMINISTRATOR

Schoepf, Supt. - HOLLIS
1-2 Richard Elbert
3-4 Richard Elbert
5-7 Paul D. Collins

! R. Cawley, Supt. HOOKSET
1-8 Bernard T. Cote

SU #41 - Roland L.
EleMentary

SU #14 - Francis
Grammar

Dunbarton ! SU #19 - Antonio G
Elementary

Epsom

Goffstown

Manch ster

SU #53 - Gerald A.
Central

SU #19 - Antonio

. Paradis, Supt. - GOFFSTOWN
K-9 John T. Lyford

Sthoepf, Supt. - HOLLIS
1-6 Richard Maghakian

. Wilson, Supt, EPPIN-G
1-8 Arthur Scott,

. Paradis-, Supt.'- GOFFSTOWN
1-6 William Zeller

High
Upper Elementary
Bartlett
MapleAvenue

SU #37 7 Henry
Central High
Memorial 'High-
West' High
HillSide
Parkside Jr. High
Southside Jr.High
Ash Street
Bakersville"
Brown Primary
Brown Middle
Chandler

80

Croteau, Supt. -, PEMBROKE
.Ung., 7-8 Raymond Bourque

Paradis., Supt. GOFFSTOWN
7-12 Robert O. Moulton'.
5-6%Sp. William T. Brendle
1-4 Leon J. Cote
1-4,SP. Wayne L. Evans

McLaughlin, Supt: - MANCHESTER
9,12 Milliam A. Burns
9-12 Leonai'd F. Foley
9-12 -Charles J. Quinn
7-8 Gporge R. Campbell
6.-8 Arthur B. W itmore
7-8k William. A Varkas

Special , Joseph G./Flynn-
K-6,Sp.\Robert L, Horan
K-2 Rose Masavage .

3-5 John Whlte .
I K-6 James F. McKeon

Goffe's Falls-Highland K-6 Jeanette Saigh
Gossler Park
Green Acres
Hallsvilie
Jewett
Maynard
Parker-Varney
Pearl Sfreet .

K75 Anastas S. Christo
K-6 John E: Devine
K-6 William P. Shea.
K-6 Chester B. Brach.
8p. FranciS K. -Larkin
1-6 .Henry:J-MCTague
K-3 Jamf)s-,F McKeon
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Contiguous-Districts (cont'd)
Public Schools New HaMpshire

DISTRICT

Manchester.

Merrimack

Milford

Nashua

Nottinglmm

Northwood

SCHOOL

Smyth Road
Straw /
Varney/
Webster
Weston
W'

ville
Luil.,21. City CommUnity

GRADES ADMINISTRATOR

K-6 Michael J. Murphy, Jr
Dudley W. Walsh

K and 6 Conrad Fortin
K-6 Walter. L. Aahan
K-6 Roger A. Guillemette

John O'Malley
1 6 .Roger A. Guillemette
K-6 Edward Ganem

SU #26 - Claude H. Leavitt, Supt. BEDFORD
High
Mastricola Middle
'James Mastricola

Elementary
Reed's Ferry
Thornton's-Ferr-y

9-12 H. Dank Taylor
6-8 Ralph Smith, Jr.

1-5,Sp. Paul Lashua
1-5,Sp. Kenneth Taylor
1-5,Sp.,Chester Buck

SU #40 - Julius J. D'Agostino,'Supt. - MILFORD
Area Senior High 9-12 Ronald R.-Berry
Area Junior High-
Garden Street
Lt. Jaccr,ies 'Memorial
Bales Elementary.

James R. Stetson
1-2 ,Doris Rebidue
3-4 Doris Rebidue

. Doris Rebidue

SU #42 - Berard MaSse,
Senior High
Fairgrounds Jr. High
Spring Street. Jn. High
Amherst Street
Arlington Street
Birch Hill
Broad Street-
Charlotte Avenue
James B. CroWleyi
Fairgrounds Elementary
Ledge Street
Main Dunstable
Mt. Pleasant
New Searles Road
Sunset Height8.
Temple Street

Supt
9-12

. 7-8
7-8
'1-6
1-6
1-6-
1-6
1-6
1-6,Sp.

.1-6
1-6,Ung.

1-6
1-6
1-6
1-6,Sp.
1-6,Sp.

ASHUA
Thomas Stylianos
Lawrence E. CYMara
Charles COte
Joan Murphy.
Joan Murphy
Phyllis R. Bryant
NicholasiKontinos
Walter Tbohig
Thomas M. Huskie, Jr.
Katherine E. Sweeney
GeorgO'arriS
Peter Kageliery
Gloria/Egan
Mary Ci Small
Charl s Katsohis
Willi M Volante.

SU #44 - Charles H. Morgan, Supt. FARMINGTON
Elementary 1-8 Char1es C. Karacas

SU #44 - Charles H. Morgan,' Supt. FARMINGTON
Elementary 1-8 Thomas Conway-
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ContiguOus Districts (cont'd)
.Public Schools - New Hampshire

DISTRICT SCHOOL GRADES ADMINISTRATOR

Pembroke-

Raymond

SU #53 - Gerald A. Croteau; Supt, - PEMBROKE
Elementary 4-8 Rene Demers
Hill

.
1-3,Sp. Rene Demers

Pembroke Academy 9-12 William H. Marston

SU,#15 - David R. Cawley, Supt. - HOOKSETT
Consolidated High 7.-12 John J. Callaghan
Consolidntcl EleMentary.1-6 Edward Donovan

APproved Public Academies
Northwood Coe-Brown'Academy,_ 9-12 B. Lee Mason

VoU.cher Distr,
-Public Schools N(fw Hampshire

DISTRICT :iiCHOO! - ADDRESS GRADES ADMINISTRATOR

Allenstown -3 -.Gerald A. Croteau, Supt. - PEMBROKE
.,,town Elementary School,.

,o South Main Street
Hil-,)ok, NH 03275

485-9574 175

Candia

-.John Larkin

Elementary SchOol
lu Sc...00l Street
Thricock, NH 03275

I. ,85-4474 6-8
John Larkin

SU 7 David R. CaWley,- Supt. - HOOKSETT
Moor, 7chool
Crd-1,. NH 03034

433--2251
Timothy L: Sweeney

. Deerfield SU #53 Gerald-A. Croteau, Supt. - PEMBROKE
Ge--e B. White School

NH 03037
136-7422 1-8

Frederick Champion
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'Voucher Districts (cont'.d)
Public Schbols - New Hampshire

DISTRICT SCHOOL - ADDRESS GRADES .ADMINISTRATOR

Hollis

-Hooksett,;

SU #41 - Roland L. Schoepf, Supt. - HOLLIS
Hollis Elementary School
Hollis, NH Qp049
Tel. 465-2260 1-5

Hollis Middle School
HolliS NH 03049
Tel. 465-2223

Hollis. High-School
Hollis, NH- 03049
Tel. 465-2270

6-8

9-12

Gordon Bean

\

Roert McGettigan

Bruce Morrison

SU #15 - DaVid R. Cawley, Supt. HOOkSETT
Fred C: Underhill School
Martins Ferry Road
Marichester: NH 0310G '

Tel. 623-72-33 1-6

Hooksett Memorial Schbol
D.W. Highway ,

Hooksett, NH 03106
Tel. 4g5-9950 ., 7-8

Hooksett Village School
Hooksett, NH 03106 .

. Tel.. 485-9890 1-6

George P. ;Sullivan

John .. McCaTthy III

Frederick Reischer

12
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Contiguous Districts
Approved non-public elementary and secondary'schoois - New Hampshire

DISTRICT scpooL GRADES PRINCIPAL

Manchester The Derryfield School 7-12 Ralph J. Scozzafava
\Miss Jacques Private K-8 Aliette Jacques

School
N.H. Youth Development
\

7-10 Michael Morello
Center

Nashua Mautabon School 9-12 Ruth B. McKay
Nashua Christian High 7-9 Georro
School

Northwood . Northwood Christian 1-6 Robert Chandler
School

Suncook. - Pembroke Place 7-12 Ernest L. reeman

Approved non-:public special education schools and programs

DISTRICT SCHOOL TRINCIPAL
Manchester Easter Seal Rehab. Ctr. Larry Gammon

*MisS,Jacques Private
/Schbol Aliette Jacques

Nashua *Mounl Hope School. Jon C. Gale.

*Approved for Mentally Retarded and Learning Disabled only.
**Approved for Educable Mentally Retarded and TrainableMentally

Retarded only.

Approved development centers in N.H. servicing the handicapped.in
conjunction with the office of Menial-. retardation.

Manchester

'..Nashua

Manchester Associati n. For
Retarded Children-M ore Center

Mount Hope. DeveloPment Ctr..

Beverly Arel, Exec.
Director

Jon C. Gale, Director

App-nved work activity programs in N.H. servicing the handicapped in
cor.junction with the office of mental retardation'

Manchester- Manchester.Association for Re-
tarded Childrem-Moore Center-

Mount

Beverly.Arel, Exec-
Director

Hope Rehab. Workshop- Gardner. Conley, Dir.
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Contiguous istricts
Public Schools - Massachusetts

DISTRICT SCHOOL & ADDRESS GRADES ADMINISTRATOR
. -

Ashby North Middlesex Regional School District - Charles
E. Fox, Acting Superintendent

Ashby Elementary School Alan Foresman
Ashby, MA 01431 K-6

.
..... ._

PeppPrell
-

Nnrth Middlesex Regional School District - Charles
E. Fox, Acting Superintendent

J71Pra M. Shattuck School
Main Street
Pepperell,J1A 01463

Gr-Dton Street School
Groton Street
'Groton, MA -01463

North Middlesex Reg.
Kindergarten
Tarbell Street
7epperell, MA 01463 . K

1,2,4

1-2

Peter Fitzpatrick,School
Main Street
'Pepperell, MA .01463 ,3,4,5,6

William Smith

Williath Smith

William Smith.

WilliaM Smith

Spau.,ding Memorial School Norman May
Main'Street
Pepperell, MA 01463 K?-6,

Townsemd Harbor North MiddlesexRegional School District - Charles
E. Fox,'Acting Superintendent

North Middlesex Regidnai Robert Hargraves
Jr. S'r. High School
Main Street 7-12

Townsend HarbOr, MA 61469

:IA
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'EDUCATION VOUCHERS STUDY/PLANNING PROJECT

..SCHCOL DESCRIPTIVE STATEMENT

Instructions: Please react to the following statem- as they 1 te
your school for tho -chool year 197c-. 7q-

*NAME:

86

*(indiVidual completing this form) date completed

I. GENERAL INFORMATION

School Name:

School Address:

School Phone Number(s):

School Adminis:trator:

Date when school was founded or built:

School Sponsor:

STUDENT COMPOSITION

A. The school is (check one) coed

non-,profit organiza-
tion, pUblic board,.
gious organLzaLion.

, all boy ' , all girl

B. The current student enrollment by grade or age is as follows:

prc7-school
(enrollment) (classeS),

age or K

age or 1 -

age. or 2/

age or 3

age or 4

age or 5

age or 6

age Or 7

age or 8

age or.9

age or 10

ace or :11

a or :2

TOTAL

C. The average class size _s studen-1.s.

(number)

1 i 5
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School Descriptive Statement

D. Identify fa( ors that determine cla:

( 1)

(2)

(3)

E. The total pupil capacity of the school is
(number)

F. The school program could expand to accept more students.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) If TRUE, identify how many more students could be accepted

G. The school 'serves a "special" student population..

(1). Circle one. TRUE- FALSE

(2) If TRUE, the type is handicapped
(check here)

gifted
(number)

other, identify

(number)

H. Plans are novt,in.,process for increasing or decreasing student.enrollment.
C.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE (increase ,decrease

(2) If JTUE, please identify whether increase or decrease will result and
why thiS shift is occurring.

III. ADMISSIONS CRITERIA

A. This-school has admissions criteria.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) If TRUE, please list criteria.
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H. This schOol has an admisSions waiting list.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) Iddntify. number
IV. FACILITY

A. Please identify which of the following facilities are available at your
school:

auditorium
gym
cafeteria
library
conference rooms

Other comments on facility:

outdoor play area
'indoor play area
music room
art room

science lab
language labs

: vocational shops
general classrooms
other

V. SCHOOL STAFFING

A. Please note the member of school instructional staff: full-time

part-time

-(1) Please note the number of school administrators oh taff:

full-tithe 'Joart-time

(2) Please note the number of specialists and'type of specialist
on staff and whether they are part-time or full-time:

B. Please-note criteria by whach staff iS hired fOr instructional and adminis-.
trative positions - i.e., State certification, degrees, special skills,
etc..

C- Plase notefthe number of teacherS and administrators.that are currently on
th school staff with:. RART.-TIME

7-necial credentials
17whelOrs
-_-",achelors plus jgraduate work

asters
Masters.Ous graduate work
Doctorate

1 7
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School Descriptive Statement

D.Teachers are generally hired (check one):

1) on a renewable one-year contract
2) on a contract for More th an one-yeax
3) without an employment contract
A) other (identify)

E. Please indicate the average teacher turnover per year.

average number per year)

F. Please list the number of support personnel:
FULL-TIME PART-TIME

clerical
custodial
other

G. Please describe the teacher or school staff evaluation process. (Please
address who evaluates whom and how often.)

VI. SCHOOL FINANCE

A. PleaSe giVe the annual stUdent tpition for your school,$

B. Indicate if your school awards scholarships. Circle one. YES NO

/
C. Please indicate the annual per puPil cost of education (estimated)$

D. ,Please identify,income sources ,and amount.

Total annual inc

$ from .local p 'lic support
(school'board).

$ from tuition

$ from government fundse(federal)

$ from endowment

.$.from.foundations

(state)

i 8
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(ATTACHMENT H)

$ from school-sponsored
events

$ from other sources

E. Please indicate total monies spent in school 1974-1975, $

/II. TRANSPORTATION

A. Please identify the transportation policy for your school. (Attach, if
lengthy document.)

B. Please indicate type and number of students lising the following:"

(Please check) walk to school (number)

private carrier
(school coordinated)
public carrier

parent provided

student provided

C. Please indicate the annual per pupil cost for transportation '$

[II. SCHOOL/PROGRAM GOALS

A. Every school has eucational priorities or goals for its pupils. Please
select ,the five priorities you consider to be.the most important for the
school. You will no doubt want to choose more than five but in order-for
that comparison to.be made, it would'be most helpful to litit yourself to
the five you consider to be most important for the pupils.

Pupils must master the basic academic-studies (reading, math, etc.

Pupils must be helped to reach their maximum individnal ability.

Pupils determine in large pert what they want to learn...

Students are helped to become physically & mentally healthy.

Students are taught moral and social behavior (respect, reliabil-
ity, courtesy, obedience, etc.).
Pupils-are involved in making decisions and learning self disci-
pline.
Students' individual talents and abilities are identified and
nurtured.

119 (
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School Descriptive Statement

Pupils are taught good citizenship and patriotism.

Children are given a sense of self-confidence and self-pride.

Pupils are given substantial help with reading.

Students are prepared for higher education and college.

Students are prepared for a useful vocation or career.

Pupils are taught how to study.

Pupils are taught to cooperate and help each other.

Pupils are motivated to enjoy and pursue learning.

Pupils are involved in community tervice.

Pupils are encouraged to experiment and make choices.

Pupils are helped to complete a rigorous standard curriculum.

Students are taught to adjust to a democratic society.

Students, are taught to think, question, and take initiative.

B. Please identify the specific measurement tools the school usesto judge
these objectives.

C. Please characterize the,organization of the school's classrooms,
traditional: where students sit in the same place and teachers direCt,
most. of the activities, open: .where students don't always tit.in the
same seat and both teachers and students'direct the activities, other:
identify.

.

. .

D. Please describe the.policy for placing students in classrooms, i.e., class-
rooms are homogeneous, heterogeneous, etc.

t.

120
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-(ATTACHMENT H) 92

E. Please describe the method and materials for teaching reading.

i. Please describe the method for teaching math.

IX. STUDENT EVALUATION

A. Students are given written exams.

(1) Circle one. TRUE FALSE

(2) If TRUE, indicate how often.

B. Exams are:. (check items applicable)

teacher-prepared

standardized

other (identify

C. Identify subject areas in which standardized exams are.used.

D. Results of standardized t .cle known to: (check items 4 applicable)

Parents teachurL,; stu0, :tS administrato

(1) Please indicat'e ciissemiha; .on process.

121
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School Descriptive Statement

E. Describe other methods of measuring pupil progress during the year , i.e.,
teacher observation, self-evaluation.

F. Comprehensive program evaluations are performed each year.

(1)Circle one. TRUE FALSE'

(2) If TRUE, indicate hoW/evaluated.

, G. Please identify special programs offered by the school, e.g., guidance,
health,-tutoring.

H. Please indicate special services available at or through the school, e.g.,
psychologist, speech therapist.

I. Please describe school policies regarding:

grading and report cards

homework

promotion to next grade

detention and suspension

X. EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

A. Please identify ar
dents at your F

111 -ganizations available to the stb-

122
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XI. ,ARENT/SCHOOL

Please ident
Association,

(ATTACEI,IENTH)- 94

,t organizations: (check one) a Parent-Teacher
rent-Teacher Organization, Other.

Please indic Li; '
_orageattendance at the parent meetings

C. How,often ceacher conferences scheduled

D. Please india
garding currl

(number)

(frequency)

,xtent to which parents are involved in decisions re-
7taffing, or facilities

123
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School ri77 Statement

XI:. 7.-.-777777.:AL INFORMATION

B.

,E= to be contacted for aditicTal infc-

Number:

d= statements always complet dezscribe the philosophy,
,ity, or unique of a partic .r school. In cne or- two

phs please describe your school as it today.
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COMMUNITY INFORMATION

Purpose

The community information program wil p. .e tht-ii, residents

of the voucher districts with voucher info:7- --bott pro and

con--through the processes of bulk mailings, coverage, and

public meetings.

The communitY information.program wil c iat he casting

Of an "informed" :vote by the voters of the -;11e7r districts at

their annual school districf meetings in of 1976.

Procedure

Our primary obligation is.to ensure .:7;e entire voting

--
population Of=the participating districts DE informed--during

Phase I, at .an awareness level and 'during P II, ,with specific

information relative to the voucher and imr-__cations for their

respective districts.

With this in mind mailing lists were iveiope, public media

were identified (See attachment I), and a T-,:-L-tative schedule of

public information strategies was establish, .. Se_e attachment J).

Three "awarenesS" level brochures have aeen -written with a

fourth to follow 'completion of a community s-:111.N7-357. The three

brochures (See attachments Kl - K3) Aiscuss, it onder of dissemina-

tion, WHAT IS AN EDUCATION VOUCHER?, CONCEPT-S At CONTROVERSIES OF

EDUCATION VOUCHERS, and HOW. THE NEW HAMPSHIRE TTOCATION -VOUCHER

SYSTEM WORKS, v

1 6
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W. shall disseml. the firt three S through thy

,,ess aT resident participatAl._:

Tricts inter al.:= starting in Aug-ast and e7-1di:ig

Sep7,:nber. ..Itty of hes iires has ben

pr-711*. to-allow for at publ-ic me also.

fourth, rnc,re broch=.,, include som,a,

of reactions. in f.:e communit7 --disseminat n

al-;0 -o be C. Ale Throui;.--, 7:Lon to all r -s s of the pn

disricts_ i]lanned fo,r la- ir:emberH

Shool hoards. schd ..:_dmLnistrators. t-L,a parents,

students, and community =ner.:_ber's will be kep-, process/

progress through group 'trigs scheduled t Th::, -7. the sT..udy

arid planming year. Thee meeTings will te .__emented with news--

le-rter type communications.

Press releases will precede and/or follo.

wil-h background information provided for the p7-ss ff-rior to the

me.etings.

Rults

The 7-esident mailing _ists are near le...-ic)n as of thf.F.

Ti_l'"awaremess" brc -nures are being Meeti_

and/or are being- held .tth school boa i memThel-s and -;(7.. D1

a.L77.inistrators. Teachers provided in7:1-mat: mee-H-yg..=; 7

May, with mor tenfa: scheduled LTIT011i the (..7.91.4

(7:Tnmunity group aTe scheduled 7: bi n in th.:,

Iv1.:2:1 the first scheduled tc 72et with *town. of thi.-

pe-tive voucher distr-icts s time during Oc. Taren

grot.:p rncotinH will be s_c'ho:jo

generated.
.1 17
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hoard memb 2.-nd Thcoi admfni irators in the voucher

cist- Lc- -:.ave been kept fl-- rgarding :he process and progress

and plannf.71.,, pDje

in the voll district have base level awareness of

tne ccnce t. ssions w afforded teachers in

*ach .7-L:t Late last .s7,--7-_;:lg; however, a- endance levels varied

-o aa_ dc not ha- he same le- ,f awareness.

-,'arren71.s ancI other nts in .1-1(, 11,:her districts will

7ecet f=s-u in a ser of infprm bri:,chures at the

.d o: Au=st. cpportur:Lles fol.' input for the

itrst ie f-Alring Septembel- vhile the 3077.7"M: .Eairvey is being

conductet_ New avenues fo:77 --Dublic forum to be developed in

the communi-ties a m:...1.ny of these =unities have few

clubs or s-r-vce organizati.ons. -it is ho-ped that

r7,f the seri if brochures -ill spark an imterest in

pulJ..7, meetings.
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/11-7..1.2HENT I)

PUBLI2 :7,7ORMATION

Television Cnarls

WMUR-TV

Radio '3z-wt.-Ions

WX1 '1:oncarcl

WTEN Dover
WFEA Manchze7
WG1R ltanch(es-ter-

WKBR Matchte7
WOTW Nashua
WSMN Nashua
WBBX ?ortS=uth
WHEB-
WPFM Portsmith
WWNH 7ortsmcwith

Newst:7.aper

Concorc, Triitor - daily except Sumdaw
Manchllesci Umion .Leader - daily, unL'ay-Editim
Nashua -"e2eF:raph - daily except SundaT
Goffs-tuh Nevs (T)
Derry N.
Dervy Emr tiV

Ta:rnicy-I -)n mTew7i (7)

Thrt :atinEt



TiNTATIVE COMMUNITY INFORMATION

SCHEDUEE AND STIRATEGLES

CALENDAR ACTIVITY EXPECTED RESULTS

Aug. Sept. Bulk matl brochure #1 - WHAT IS AN 'EDUCATION Increased community awareness result-

VOUCHER? to voucher dis:rict residtnts. ing in generated interest for more

information through group meetimgs

Sept. - Community sui:vey Measured community awareness and cOn-

cerns - stimulating interest.

Sept. Oct.. - Local teachers' meetin;s - update on pro-

ject pr,ogress

Increased awareness and some indica-

tion of Commitmentresulting in actiwe

participation by local educators

- Bull mail brochure #2 CONCEPT'S &ICUTRO- Increased community awareness reqlt-,

VERSIES CT EDUCATION WTCHERS to voucher ing .in generated interest in gmc.4 3!

district residents. meetings.. n
x
4

Z.

- Adm.inistrator/local board information Continued.awareness of ongoing pro- q

mieetings .. ject activities.
c.4

. _ Bulk mail 'rrociture #3 - IO THE HAU-

S:HIRE EDUCLTIOY. VDUCHER SYSTEM: WCRU - to

vouiher ditrict residents

Continued development of community

awareness resulting in generate6

interest for more information throug±

group forum.

Oct. - Nov. Community hformat:on sessions t local Increased community awareness result-

Level--smil and iaip group as are ing in generated interest and par-

tdentified, ticipation at group meetings. 0
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CALENDAR ACTIVITY EHPECTED RESULTS

Oct. - Nov. Administrator and local board informa- Continued awareness of ongoing pro-

tion meetings. ject activities.

Nov. - Dec. - State and local educator data review

sessions

Increased awareness and involvement

in the voucher study/planning pro-

ject resulting in active participa-

tion.

Dec. Systems review update - local administra- Continued awareness and involvement;

resulting in active participation.tors, boards, and teachers.

Jan. - Bulk mail brochure 4 Continued development of community

data base resulting in generated

interest in participating at group 2

meetings.

0-3

Jan. - Feb. Community Information Sessions at the, local Continued development of community

level - small and large groups as identi- awareness resulting in generated `d

fled. interest and participation at school

distriCt meetings.

.March - April - Possible presentations at local district,

annual school meetings - upon request--ad-

bering to local district meeting process.

Duly recorded mandate of the community

in Tegard. to the implementation of

the. voucher demonstration.

March April - IF MANDATE IS GO

- Distribution of school descriptive catalogs

- Public information.meeting's for parents - Wi,th

neighborhood meeting's scheduled if necessary

as well as meeting's with parent counselors or

school officials

- Distribution of vwchers

Parents make choice

Parents spend vouchers:

133



131

,
FOR.FURTHER INFONATION pLEASE CONTACT:

N. H. Education Voucher Study & Planning projed

Office, 171slorth Street, Manchester, N. H. 03104

(603) 669.6800'

Th

WHAT IS, AN

EDUCATION VOUCHER?

EDUCATION

VOUCHER

PROJECT



'

Your community may become a' site for the

demonstration of an 'educational v-6ucher system.

Your community will have, an important voice

in: deciding whether the demonstration will take

place. This decision will be made at the annual

school district meeting in the spring of 1976.

WHY VOUCHERS?

Although we know that some children learn

best in a traditional environment while others

learn best in a more open environment, many

schools provide only one learning option.

In the past, parents who were dissatisfied with

the type of programs their schools provided had

two alternatives they could move to another

neighborhood or they could pay tuition at a

private school. Neither of :these alternatives are

realistic for many parents.,. therefore, the need

to create competing alternatives to present pub-

lic school programs is obvious.

mollrmwm..1.=.0
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,WHAT IS AN EDUCATIONAL VOUCHER SYSTEM?

An educational'choice a free-market system

of education in which parents and students shop

for instructional programs of their choice.

Your district is one 'of five participating in

study and planning for a' demonstration of the

educational voucher concept in the New Hamp-

shire communities of Allenstown, Candia, Deer-

field, Hollis, and Hooksett.

FOUR COMMON FEATURES OF THE VOUCHER

The schOol district gives the parents a voucher

a document worth a certain surrLc1 money

which can be spent for a year's education.

Parents choose the school their children will

attend.

Both approved public and *private non-sec-

tarian schooks are eligible to enter and com-

pete in the voucher marketplace.

Schools survive only if they receive enough

income to pay their expenses.

*In accordance with the N. H. State Board of

Education, approved .Revised Feasibility Study,

November 14, 1973.

ADVANTAGES OF A VOUCHER SYSTEM

-- Parents will be able to apply to the school

which they think will best meet the needs of

their child.

The schools will tend tO listen more closely to

what parents want and they will tend to be

more reiponsive to those wants. If parents

think a school is not 'meeting the needs of
4

their child, they may send the child some-

where else.

If parents want a special kind of school which

.dojs not presently exist, they may be able to

spur the development of ,the type of school

they want.
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FOR'FURTf-IER' INFORMATIO" PLR CONTA' :

N. FI, Education Voucher SI '&P!,inning Pro'Lect

Offi.ce, 17 North Street, H. 031...i4

(603) 669-6800

rn
0

I.

c

CONCEPTS AND CONTROVERSIEIS

OF EDUCATION VOUCHERS

EDUCATION

VOUCHER

PROJECT
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also be returned to NIE for approval). Upon receipt of such

approval from NIE, data collection, using the instrument, will

take place--the tentative time is late September, 1975.

Results:

The results of instrument design at this time provide the

project staff with a working document from which to formulate

and finalize a comprehensive community survey. It further serves

as an internal'verification that community concerns will be

addressed--as will be indicated by the responses of tile residents

in the communities in the data collection process.

Conclusions:

The results of this community feedback will provide a basis

upon which realistic administrativeand educational mechanisms

can be designed. In addition to,providing an up2to-date, verified

data base, it will also serve as an indicator of parental aware-

ness. The awareness levels of all five communities will serve

aS-a tentative measure of,the effectiveness of our community infor-

mation program. This measu're will provide us with an indicator

of additional services needed in the respective communities.

In addition, this feedback will provide information regarding-

the needs .for budgeting, transportation, 'and communications--all

of which will be addressed in the Phase II report.
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DEFINITION OF CHOICE

-

.Choice as used the N.H. Education Voucher Model, Revised

Feasibility Study, means the ability of all parents of children

in grades 1-12 to decide, on the basis of the parents' priorities-

and information where to send their children to school. Ideally,

such choice is limitless. Parents should be able to choose any

school or any educational program, or part or parts thereof, any-

where in the world--subject only to whatever constraints the

society legislatively believes is essential to social well being,

nondiscriminAtion and health standards. Such limitless

'Choi e is impossible as a practical matter--at least for the pre-

/
/sent. For one thing, we have not developed administrative mechan-

isms which would allow us to implement such choice.

Choice in the N.H. Education Voucher Model must be far

more circumscribed than the ideal-posited above. Choice in the

New Hampshire model is limited to schools in the U.S. because of

certification and verification .problemS. Choice is limited to

public and private non-sectarian schools because of legal and

political considerations. Choice is limited to formally recognized

educational institutions because of administrative and legal com-

plexities which could not be resolved in sufficient time to allow

for other educational options before the end of 'the voucher demon-
\

stration.. These are all given, determinedAand determinable limits

to parents' chotce at present.

150
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There are, however, -yther limitations on choice, all of

-which can be subsumed under the general heading--financial.

The financial limitation on choice is one of the most important,

if.not the most important. Unlike the Jimitations previously

listed, which are specific, relatively fixed, and capable of

verification; financial limitation of choice is relative,

floating, and difficult to identify. Nevertheless, it is an

extremely limiting factor, in practice, in.further reducing

the number of educational choices open to the individual parent.

A limited amount of funds available to the parent for education

reduces his available choices rapidly. Limited funds means

eliminating high cost, high tuition public and private schools--

even those located nearby. Ultimately, financial constraints

could so limit choice, that, regardless of laws, statutes and

pious resolves, there would be no choice. An educational budget

which allows the parent to select only the lowest cost .(or priced)

school next door (public or private) is no choice at all.

Consequently, when the New Hampshire Education Voucher

- Model specifies "choice" it means that all the parents will be

able to choose between at least two U.S. public and private non-

sectarian schools.

Choice further provides that all parents have, at least, a

minimal educational budget, defined as the voucher, which will

enable them to exercise the right to choose. It is.anticipated.

that choice, in most instances, will involve more than two options;,

that is, that the minimal educational budget, the voucher, will

cover the cost of education at more than two eligible schools.
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STUDY OF EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

purpose

A very relevant area in-the whole voucher concePt is

transportation. By what methods do students get froM their

homes t6 their chosen school, and how are these methods financed?

The purpose of this section is to become familiar with the exist-

ing transportation systems of the concerned districts in order

to provide a basis for study and planning of an expanded future

system in preparation for implementation. Transportation philo-

sophies and policies in relation to the voucher aemonstration

are addressed in another section of this report.

Procedure

Every district is required to submit an annual report on

transportation to the State Department of Education. Prior to

the school year 1973-74, this report Was a part of the General

Fall Report, commonly known as Form Al2B and due in late:October.

In 1973-74 the form .was revised to obtain additional information

and the designation changed to Form ATr. In 1974-75 the time of

reporting .was changed from the October date to June 15, or at

the end of the reporting year.

Our study began with collecting and analyzing these reports

for each district for the last four years.

The information thereon was summarized into a one-page

analysis sheet for each district. (See Attachments Ll - L5).

As *this sheet was developed, it was found that additional rele-
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vant information from other local reports would be helpful for

cdmparison. This additional information became so extensive

that a descriptive sheet was developed describing where and/or

how each item on the analysis sheet was determined. This sheet

of definitions can be found at the end of this section.

(See Attachment M).

One item appearing on this analysiS that has not been used

in any State level comparisons is the-cost per vehicle. To

determine this and also the costs of transportation from the

financial reports, a computational sheet was developed for

each town. Summarized information from these sheets are in-

cluded in the "Analysis of Transportation Report" as costs

per vehicle. The sheets themselves are not included, but they

may be r.,,viewed at the study/planning office upon request.

To become familittr with-the scheduling and administering

of'the bus routes, local school personnel were interviewed,

where possible, to provide first-hand information on the

"nitty-gritty" of daily operation. This information in con-

junction with the report information was used to provide the

narrative description of each town's existing system.

Results
--

The "Analysis of Transportation Report" for each district

derives several cost per pupil and cost 'per mile figures for

that district. The reasori for the variation is the variation

in cost of transportation figures that may be used. One reason

for the change of.the State reporting form was to enable a break-

out of "Daily Bus Route" costs from the total cost formerly

5 1
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determined by using the total of the 500 series accounts, plus

"the 1479.20 account total fror the Financial Report.

Another yariation is in the number of pupils used to de-

termine the costs. Formerly, the State summary used the amount

reported.on the General Statistical Report Item 22 (A+B+C),

which is the aerage number of resident pupils transported daily.

Mhen the form was changed, information reported in Part II of

Form ATr "Pupils TranspOrted (to and from school)" was used.

Even in Part II there is a question as to what figure provides

the truest cost per pupil. If the concern is for the cost per

pupil transported at public expense, then the amounts used in

row 4 of Part II would be used. If the concern is for the

number of pupils transported, then row 3 would be used. The

difference obviously is in' the high school pupils transported

on.public school vehicles, but paying a fee.

The cost of transportation per pupil should include all

pupils transported whether they pay or not. Adjustment for

this should be made in the costs. The total amount collected

for fees is recorded as a receipt. From the district's point

f view, this amount should be subtracted from the expenditures

recorded in the 500 series accounts to provide a net cost of

transportation for Daily Bus Routes. From a parent's point of

view, however, his tax dollar pays for the transportation ex-

penditures recorded in not only the 500 serieS accounts and'

the 1479.20 account, but also the individual bus fees he pays

for his high school age child to get to school,

'The two _cOsts for transportation reported are described

under Item 3. It .should be noted that fees from patronsiare
7
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not shown in these amounts, either subtracted or added. The

amount of fees reported, however, is shown on the comparative

study and c..:Iputation sheet.

The lack of detailed amounts for the school year just

finished is due to the unavailability as yet of the financial

reports of those districts.

Conclusion

The analysis of the transportation reports for each town

provides information similar to, but expanded upon, that avail-

able from the,State transportation summary.

In addition,it provides information on vehicle cbsts and

capacities that is not included in the State reports.

No decision or recommenclation for which amount is "best"

in the multiple choices shown is being made at this time. The

"best" value will depend on decisions to be made regarding

transportation policies to be developed in Phase II.

1 5 6



(ATTACHMENT M) 113

DEFINITION OF ITEMS ON

ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

Item 1 - No. of Pupils Transported Daily

a)- Taken frOm Form Al2B or Form ATr Part II Pupils
Transported - Column C or 3 total.

b) Average Number of Resid,?rt Ppil
Taken from Statical R- --3)
(A+B+C).

Item 2 Cost Per Year

.:rted Daily -
#22 - Total

a) For Daily Bus Routes - taken from Part IV ForM ATr

b) For Daily Bus Routes - From Financial Report 500
Series Expenditures only.

c) For all Transportation From Financial Reports -
500 Series and 1479.20 - (Transportation to other than
Public Schools). Amounts for 1974-1975 are taken from
Form ATr - Parts IV and VI.

Item 3 - Cost rer Pu.

a) Item 2ai-Iiem la

b) Itflm 21 1Lum in

(;) ILLL1 2cItem la

d) Item 2aItem lb

e) IteM 2bItem lb

f) Item 2c+Item lb

It7mi 4 - Number of Vehicles total number reported including
spares:

a) Number of contracted or leased vehicles,,

b) NuMber of district owned vehicles.

Item 5 - Combined Daily Capacity of Vehicles Sum of the capacity
of each vehicle times the number of daily runs for each-
vehicle.
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em 6 - Number of Pupils below Capacity - Item 5 minus IteM 1.

a) Percent (7c,) below Capacity - Item G Item 5.

Item 7 - Cost Per Vehicle

a) Vehicles Contracted or Leased - Amounts determined
from computation sheets which are on file at study/
planning office.

b) District Owned Vehicles - Amounts determined from
computa7ion sheets which are on file at study/planning
office.

c) item 2c ; Item 4

_t1:1 - Total Mileage

a) Daily - From Part I of Transportation Report (either)
Form Al2B or Form ATr).

b) Annual - Estimated by multiplying total daily mileage
by 180 days.

Item 9 - Cost Per Mile.

a) Item 2a Item 8b

b) Item 8b

c) Item 2c Item 8b

It,,m 10- State Avre: (7cr- rat- Districts

a),Cost per Pupil - Taken from State Transportation Sum;

b) Cost per Mile - Taken from State Transportation SumMa]

Item. 11- State Average: All Districts

a) Cost per Pupil - Taken from State Transportation Summ;

b) Cost per Mile - Taken from State Transportation Surma:

Item 12- Transportation from Patrons - From Financial Report -
receipt account number 13.00.

NOTE: NA as used on the analysis Sheets means NOT AVAILABLE.
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ALT ENSTOW N:

The Allenstown school district leases three vehicles from

-NaLyin Connell of Merrimack with a total capacity of 444 pupils

Two vehicles, one of 60-pupil capacity and one of 72-pupil ca-

pacity, make two runs in the morning and repeat in the after-

noon, while the third 60-pupil capacity bus makes three runs per

Irk_ning.and afternoon. Consequently,they carry a total of

365 pupils daily with 79 slots left for expansion.

Each vehicle travels an average of 36.7 miles per day for

a total of 19,782 miles per year.

Seven of the 365 pupils reported on the Transportation Re-

port ride more than one route, so that 358 different pupils

ride the buses daily. In a total school enrollment of 629

pupils, th'is means that only 57S of the elementary pupils are

transported. Of these 358 pupils, only 290 pupils live more

than two miles from the school.

If the pupil information is taken from the General Statis-

fical Report, 392.7 pupils on the average were transported

daily, bringing the % of pupils transported to 627.

In addition, about 190 pupils from Allenstown attend

Pembroke Academy. All these people provide their own trans-

portation, or it is provided by Pembroke.

The cost of transportation in Allenstown has increased

yearly as shown on the "Analysis" sheet, Item 2. It is also

--shown here.that tne "total" cost depends on how it is-defined.

For example, the annual cost for operating bus routes was re7

ported on the Transportation Report as $19,360.00. The Finan-

cial Report for that year showed $16,182.841expended in the

159
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pupil transportation account (500 series). If the transporta-

tion costs to -other than public schools is added to that, the

total is S16,278.84. Keeping in mind the two values of daily

pupils transported, Item 1, six values of cost per pupil are

obtained. These values range from $48.02 to $69.64.

Using the cost as reported by the Transportation Report,

it can be seen that the 1974-75 cost per vehicle is $6,208.

6 0
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A.NALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OFALLENSTOWN

Item Item DeScription 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75

1 No. of Pupils Transported Daily.
a) From ATr 292 279 337 358
b) From A-3 Stat. Report 217.0 229.4 278.0-

Cost Per Year
a) Daily Bus Route - From ATr N.A.

b) Daily Bus Route From F-3 S 9,488.09
0 From F-3 - All Trans. 9,770.69

3 Cost Per Pupil
a) item 2a t Item la
b) item 2b t Item la
c) Item 2c Item la
d) Item 2a t lteM lb
e) Item 2b t Item lb
f) Item 2c t Item lb

4 'Number of Vehicles
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned

Combined Daily Capacity of
Vehicles

N.A.

S 32.49
33.46

N.A. .

44.76
46.09

2

1

1

384

6 N. of Pupils Below Capacity 92

a) % Below Capacity 24.0

392. 7

N.A. S19,360.00 $18,624.29
S11,176.08 16,182.84 N.A.

11,176.08 16,278.84 18,746.96

N.A. S 57.45 $ 52.02
$ 40.06 .48.02 N.A.

40.06 48.31 . 52.37
N.A. 69.64 47.43
48.72 58.21 N.A.

48.72 58.56 47.74

3 3

2 3 3

-0- -0- -0-

300 384 3E4

21 47 26
7.0 12.2 6.8

7 Cost Per Vehicle
a) Contracted or Leased $ 3,893.00 $ 5,584.00 $ 4,682.00 N.A.
b) District Owned 3,637.00 -0- -0- -0-

c) Item 2c Item 4 4,885.00 5,588.00 5,426.00 6,429.00

8 Total Mileage
a) Daily 115 115 136 110

b) Annual 20,700 20,700 24,480 19,800

9 Cost Per Mile
a) Item 2a + Item 8b N.A.
b) Item 2b t ltem 8b .46
c) Item 2c t Item 8b .47

10 State Average Comparable
District

a) Cost t Pupil 71.67

b) Cost Mile

11 State Average - All

a) Cost Pupil

b) Cost Mile
$ 67.87

.63

12 Transporta4on From Patrons / -0-

//
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N.A. $ .7F $ .94

$ .54 .66 N.A.
.54 .67 .95

$ 78.74 $ 68.48 N.A.

.59 .59 N.A.

$ 73.39 $ 67.13 N.A.
.67 .61 N.A.

-0- -0- N.A.
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CANDI A:_ _ _ _ _ _

The school district of Candia owns and maintains two

66-passenger buses and leases two 66-pl.ssenger and one 6-passen-

ger bus with maintenance from Orrin ConneELof Merrimack. One

of the district owned vehicles is used only as a spare.

Each leased 66-pssenger bus makes two runs to and from

per day carrying a-total of 129 and 122 pupils for a distance of

50 and 36 miles respectively. The 72-passenger bus makes a

single run to and from per day with 71 pupils over a 22-mile

,route. The district owned bus also makes but a single run to
(Z:1

and from per day over 26 miles with 64 passengers.

This year, for the first time in at least four yearS, there

are no high school pupils being:transported.by public school

transportation, the 183 secondary pupils having to furnish their

own.transportation.

Of the 400 Children enrolled in the Candia elementary school,

386 or nearly 97% were transported according to the Transportation

Report at.the expense of the district., 380'of,these children.

lived more than twp miles from the-schooL

Transportation costs per pupil' in Candia are_dndicated on

the Analysis of Transportation Report, Item 3' Subheadings of

this Item show different costs' per pupil for the same year,be-

cause the total- costs will vary as shown in Item 2. The number

of pupils also varies as indicated in Item '1.

As an example, in 1973-74, total costs fdr operating daily

bus routes, a.s repol-ted on the Transportation Report,,was

$28,000, and since no additional funds were spent for co-curri-

cular trips or transportation for the handicapped, the total
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cost of all transportation was $28,000. The cost of pupil

transportation (daily bus roMes) as reported in the,Financial

Report, however, was only $23,917.97. These are the costs

which are indicated as Items 2a, 2b, and 2c..

8imilarly, the number of pupilstransported daily varies

depending upon the, report used. Again using 1973-74 as an

example, the Transportation Report..(Form ATT.) indicate .479

pupils being transported daily , that figure is the peak

load including high.school.pupils if transported whether or not

fees are paid. The General 8Ntatistical Reporti(Form A-3) also

has a section reporting average number of resident pupils being

:transported daily atpublic expense. The repprt uses the re-
/

gisters as a source of information and for 1/973774 shows a total

of 373.5 pupils.

Consequently, to report a cost per pupil with these various

amounts requires six combinations and often results in six
/-

different values for annual cost per Pupil. In Candia's'Par-

ticular example, there are Only.four di ferent values ($49.93,

/$58,46, $64.64, $74.97) because there were only two different
I

cost amounts.

1 6 3
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ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF CANDIA

Item Item Description 71-72

1 No. of Pupils Transported Daily
-a) From ATr 479

b) From A-3 Stat. Report 212

72-73 73-74- 74-75

.468 479 386
380 373.5 370.1

2 Cost Per Year
a) Daily Bus Route - Prom ATr N.A. N.A.

b) Daily Bus Route - From F-3 $20,537.08 $21,774.09
c) From F-3 - All Trans. 23,790.08 28,208.-:4

3 Cost Ter Pupil
a) Item,2a f Item la N.A. N.A.
b) Item 2b t Item la $ 42.87 $ 46,53
c) Item 2c t Item la 49.67 60.27
d) Item 2a t Item, lb N.A. N.A.
e), Item 2b f IteM lb 96.87 57.30
f) Item 2c t Item lb 112.22 74.22

$28,000.00 $2g,977.51
23,917.97 N.A.
28,000.00 36,495,51

58.46 $ 75.07
49.93 N.A.
58.46 94.55
74.97 78.30
64.04 N.A.
74.97 98.61

4 Number oSf Vehicles: 4 4 5

a) Contracted or Leased 2 2 . 2

b) District Owned 2 2 3

5 Combined Daily Capacity of
Vehicles

5

528 52.8 537 468

6 No. of Pupils .Belbw Capacity 49

a) 96_ Below Capacity 9.3

7 Cost. Pet Vehicle
a) :Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned
c) Item 2c. + Item 4

60 58 82

11.4 10.8 17.5

$ 6,430.00 $ 7,449.00 $ 7,363.00 $ 7,836.00
3,093.00 3,438.00 3,064.00 2,736.00.
5,948.00 7,052.00 5,600.00 '7,299.00

ire

9

Total Mileage
280

50,400

N.A.
S .41

.47

262

47,16Q

N.A.
.46

.60

a) Daily
b) Annual

Cost Per Mile

. a) Item 2a -+ Item 8b
b) Item 2b f Item .8b
c) Item 2'c t Item 8b

10 State-Average Comparable
District

a) Cost f Pupil 71.67 $ 78.74

b) CoSt f Mile .56 .59.

11 State Average All"
a).Cost t Pupil 67.87 $ 73.39

b) Cost t Mile .63 .67

12 . Transportation From Patrons $ 4,526.69 .$5,393..57

.164

338 134'

60,840 24,120

$ .46 $ 1.20
.39 N.A.

.46 1.51'

$ 68.48 N.A..

.59 N.A.

$ 67-.13 N.A.

.61 N.A.

$5.,807.55 '
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DEERFIELD:

The school district of Deerfield has entered into a lease

agreement with Orrin Connell Bus Service of Merrimack for three

vehicles with maintenance. These vehicles haveA total capacity,

of 336 pupils. The district hires bus drivers and pays for the

gasoline used. Two vehicles are used exclusively for the ele-

mentary (1-8) pupils and each makes two ru/ns in the alm. and re-

peats in the p.m. to travel a total of P-and 56 miles per day
Ii

/respectivel., The third vehicle picks up a combination of_ale=

mentary and high school pupils, drops Of_f_ther-elementary_pupils

at George B. White School and continues: to Manchester with the
1

20-24 high school pupils.attending there. 'Total mileage on

this route is 112 miles daily.

High school pupils attending Coe-BroWn Academy in Northwood

and Raymond High School are.transported by buses provided by

those districts. Pupils attending Pembroke Academy and Oyster

River Hi. S. provide their own transportation. Ail high school

pupils pay a fee for this transportation; for in:stance, puOilS

going to Raymond High pay $2.50 per week.

The Transportation Report for 1974-75 indicates that 371

pupils are transported daily to and from school, of which 106

are high school pupils for whom the district does not Pay. It

is known from,other sources that some pupil's -are transported'

on a Deerfield operated:bus to Manchester as described above..

That number does nqt appear on the report.. Therefore, the

number of pupils transported daily- varies considerably'depend-.

ing upon the information source.

Costs for transportation will also vary as indicated by

165
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the Analysis sheet. Taking 1973-74 as an example, the costs

reported on forM ATr were expected to be $20,900.(Item 2a).

The financial report for that year showed the pupil transporta-

tion expenses (500 series) to be $19,477.59 (Item 2b). If costs

for transportation of handicapped students (Account 1479.20)

were added to this, the total-cost of all transportation was

$21,683.76 (Item 2c). Fees from high school students riding

Deerfield buses were not indicated either on the Transportation

Report or the FfnancialReport.

The consequences.of.the Nariations in number of pupils and

coSts as described is six possible costs per pupil--amounts re-

ported in Item 3a through f--,ranging from $55.02 to $83.50.
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(ATTACHMENT L3)

ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

Item Description

1 No. of Pupils-Transported Daily
a) From ATr
0 From A-3 Stat. Report

2 Cost
a)

b)

e)

Per Year
Daily Bus Route - From ATr
Daily Bus Route - From F-3
From F-3 All. Trans.

Cost Per Pupil
a) Item 2a Item la
b) Item 2b i Item la
c) Item 2c Item la
d) Item 2a + Item lb
e) Item 2b + Item lb
f) Item 2c Item lb

4 Number of Vehicles
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned

5 Combined Daily. Capacity of
Vehicles

6 No. of Pupils Below Capacity
a) % Below Capacity

Cest Per Vehicle
:a) Contracted:or Leased
b) District Owned
c) Item 2c Item 4

,8 TotalMileage
,a) Daily

b) Annual

Cost Per Mile
a) Item 2a
b) Item 2b
.c) Item 2c

10 State Average

Item
Item
Item

a) Cost ÷ Pupil
b) Cost Mile

8b

8b
8b

COmparable
District

11 State Average All

a) Cost ÷ Pupil
b) Cost I- Mile.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT OFDEERFIELD

71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75

235
230.5

$18,061.46
18,774.46

238
239.7

N.A.

$18,835.32
20,026.32

354*
259.7

$20,900_00
19,477.59
21,683.76'

N.A. N.A. $

76.86 $ 79.14

79.89 84.14
N.A. N.A.

78.36 78.58
81.45 83.55

3 3

3 3

-0- -0

318

83

26.1

384

146
38.0

59.04
55.02
61.25
80.48
75_00
83.50

3

3

-0-

330

-24*

$ 6,020.00 $ 6,278.00 $ 6,493.00
-0- -0-

6,258.00 6,675.00 7,228.00

133

23,940

N.A:
$ .75

.78

$ 71.67 $

.56

312

56,160

32
.2

57,960

N.A.

.34

.36

371*
261.0

$20,187.50
N.A.

23,824.19

$ 54.41

N.A..

64.22
77.35

N.A.

91.28

3

3

-0-

336

-35*

$ 6,729.00
,0-

7,941.00!

220'

39,600

.36 $ .51

.34 N.A.

.37 .60

78.74 $ 81.94
.59.

67.87 $ 73.39
.63 ..67

12 Transportation From Patrons -0- -D-'

*101 H.S. pupilsreported as beingtransported-but Coe-Brown
buses to pick up Deerfield pupils.

67.

N.A.

67.13
.61 N.A.

-0- N.A.

Raymond send 'their own



124

DESCRIPTION OF PRESENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

H OLLI S:

The transportation system of Hollis is operated primarily

by Mr. Maurice Marvell, who contracts this service for a fixed

contract price each year with the stipulation that if the gaso-

line Trice/gal, rises above $0.50/gal. tne district will cover

the additional cost.

Mr. Marvell owns, operates and maintains a fleet of eight

vehicles. Seven vehicles make two runs in the morning and two

in the afternoon to comprise seven Complete routes. The eighth

vehic e makes one run each time and remains at the school for

bac,lup the rest of the day.

Bus routes are laid out and revised by Mr. Marvell with

the cooperation of Mr. Bruce Morrison Mr. Gordon Bean and. Mr.

R. McGettigan. Maps showing the routes and pick up spots are

maintained in each principal's office.

In 1974-75, according to the Transportation Report 874

elementary and seCondary pupils were transported daily. The

General Statistical Report showed that 8,9.2 of these pupils

.on the average rode the buses daily. Since the elementary

and middle school enrollment totaled 722 in the falr, and of

the 402 Secondary pupils.only 282 reside in Hollis, about 87%

of resident Holli pupils now are transported by thedistrict.

The analysis sheet shows-the above figures in Item I,

.and it also .indicates the cost of thiS transportation in Item

2, which is seen to have-three possible amounts. If the 19737

74 sChool year is taken as an example,'the first cost of $50,050

IL 6. 8
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is that cost reported in the a4ll of 1974 on th(' Transportation

Report (Form ATr). Actual expenses of transp rtation as re-

ported in the 500 series of the Financial Report were $51,731.98.

If other transportation costs such as transportation Of the han-

dicapped are included, then the cotal colt of transportation

becomes $53,967.00 as shown in Item 2C. Therefore, when costs

per pupil and costs Per mile are computed, there,are.six pos-

sible values for pupils as shown in Items 3a through f, And

three possible costs per mile as indicated in Item 9.
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Item-.

ANALYSIS,OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OFHOLLIS

' Item Description 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75.-

1 No. of Pupils 7ransported Daily
a) From ATr 640 766 .849 874
b) From A-3 Stat. Report 712.2. 777.4 805.3 849.2

2 Co'st Per Year
a) Daily Bus Route - From ATr N.A. N.A. $50,050.00 .$55,850.00
b) Daily.Bus Route - From F-3 $36,0.98.45 $44,057..74 51,731.98 N.A.
c) From F-3 - All Trans. 36,098.45 44,051.74 53,967.00 60,680.00

3 Cost Per Pupil
a) Item 2a f Item la N.A. N.A. 58.95 63.90'
b) Item 2b + Item la 56.40 $ 57.51 60.93 N.A.
c) Item 2c t Item la 56.40 57.51 63.57 69.43
d) Item 2a + Item lb N.A. N.A. 62.15 65.77

. e) Item 2b + Item lb 50.69 56.67\ 64.2e N.A.
f) Item 2c t Item lp 50.69, 56.67 67.0, 71.46

Number of Vehicles 7 7 8 8

a) Contracted or Leased 7 7 8 8

b) District Owned -0- -0- -0- -O-

S Combined Daily Capacity of
. Vehicles 732. 936 1,128 1,128

c,"

6 ----No. of Pupils Below Capacity 94 170 279 254
a) % Below Capacity. 12.8 18\2 24.7 22.5

7 Cost.Per Vehicle
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned
c) Item 2c I-Item 4

$ 5,157.00
-0-

5,157.00

$ 6,293.00
-0-

6,293.00

$ 6,466.0.0,

-0-`
6;746.00

$ 6,981.00
-0-

7,585.00

Total Mileage
a) Daily 233 302 369 363
b) Annual 41,940 54,360 66,420 65,340

Cost Per Mile
a) Item 2a f Item 8b N.A. N.A. $ :75. $ 86
b) Item 2b t Item 8b $ .86 $ .81 .78 N.A.
c) Item 2c t! Item 8b .86 .81 .81 .93

10 State Average -.Comparable
District

a) Cost + Pupil .63.90 $ 69.58 $ 68.73 N.A.
b) Cost + Mile .68 .71 .59 N..A.

11 State Average - All ,

a) Cost + PUpil $ 67.87 $ 73.39 $ 67.13 N.A.
b) Cost t Mile .63 .67 .61 N:A.

12 Transportation From Patrons -0- -0- -0- N.A.
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H 0 OKSETT:

The ti-ansportation system of Hooksett is the responsibi-,

lity of Mr. William Bullock, who is also maintenance super-

visor. This system consists of eight 72-passenger vehicles

with one 72-passenger spare.

The scheduling and routing of buses in the Hooksett dis-

trict is particularly complicated because of the geographical

layout of the district--it lies on both sides of the .Merrimack

River, and the major bridge across tpe river is condemned so

that school buses cannot cross. It is, therefore, necessary

to maintain buses on both sideS of the rjver and restrict

their routes to one or the other side. Students incidentally,

walk across the bridge from one bus to another.

Six of the eiht vehicles make multiple runs to arid from

loading and unloading points each day and the remaining two

make only a single run. The total distance traveled by all

buses daily is 317.0 lailes, transporting the 1,222 children

in grades 1 through 8 as reported in the Transix:rtation Report

(Form ATr). Since the combined fall enrollment of the two

elementary and one middle schools was .:7,n:y 1,011 pupils; it

is apparent that the Transportation Report amount includes

duplicated pupils. Nevertheless, most of the Huoksett pupils

.are presently being transported by the district.

Of the nine vehicles used, eight are leased from Orrin

Connell of Merrimack and one is district owned.

An example of the varying indicators of transportation

costs such as costs per pupil and costs per mile as described

171
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in the resUlts of this section can be shown by looking at

Hooksett's anal-sis sheet. In 1973-1974 the number

of pupils transported daily was either 1,062 as reported on

the Transportation Report or 882.5 as reported on the General

Statistical Report. Total costs for the year range from.

$71,546.00 on the Transportation Report to $53,610.63 frOm the

500 series of the Financial Report, to $59,016.69 if you in-
...

elude transportation costs to other than public schools (trans-

portation for the'handicapped).

As a result, one sees six different but valid costS per

pupil ranging from $50.48 to $81.07--aspread of at least $30

per pupil.

A siMilar variation results in cost permile .which varies

from.S1.06 t6 $0.79.

In addition to the above cos,ts for daily transportation,

expenses for co-curricular trips amounted to $1,063.17 and

$5,017.31 was expended for transportation of the handicapped.

1 1
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ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION REPORTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT OF HOOKSETT

Item Item Description 71-72 72-73 73-74 74-75

1 No. of Pupils Transported Daily
a) From ATr 964 1,071 1,062 1,222

b) From A-3 Stat. Report 847.9 859.1 882.5 855.4*

2 Cost Per Year
-a) Daily Bus--Ropte From ATr N.A. N.A. $71,546.00 $57,923.46

b) Daily BUs RoUte - From F-3 $42,009.81 $53,301.33 53,610.63 N.A.

c) From F-3 = All Trans. 45,110.38 56,462.85 59,016.69 62,940.77

3 Cost Per Pupil
a) Item 2a t- Item la
b) Item 2b Item la
c) Item 2c I- Item la
d) Item 2a Item lb
e) IteM 2h Item lb
f) ,Item 2c Item lb

N.A. N.A. $ 67.37 $ 47.40

$ 43.58 $ 49.77 50.43 N.A.

46.80 52.72 55.57 51.51

N.A. N.A. 81.07 67.72

49.55 62.04 60.75 N.A.

53.20 65.72 66.87 73.58

4 Number of Vehicles 7 -8 8 9

a) Contracted or Leased 4 6 6 8

b) District Owned 3 2 2 1

5 Combined Daily Capacity of
Vehicles

6 No. of Pupils Below Capacity
a) % Below Capacity

7 Cost Per Vehicle
a) Contracted or Leased
b) District Owned
c). Item 2c -1- Item 4

8 Total Mileage
a) Daily
b) Annual

1,026 1,296 1,296 1,440

62 225 234 218,

6 17 18 15

$ 6,923.00 $ 6,687.00 $ 6,970.00 $ 6,790.00
4,907.00 6,590.00 5,896.00 3,603.00
6,444.00 7,058.00 7,377.00 6,993.00

37/**
66,960

386 405 317

67,751 68,06867,346

9 Cost Per Mile
a) Item 2a f Item 8b NA NA $ 1.06 $ .85,

b) Item 21:1-:- Item 8b .63 $ .79 .79 N.A.

c) Item 2c f Item 8b .67 .84 .87 .92

10 . State Average --Comparable
District

a) Cost Pupil 53.20 $ '65.72 $ 76.11 N.A.

b) Cost 1 Mile 1.35 .81 .98 N.A.

11 State Average - All
a) Cost Pupil 67.87 $ 73.39 $ 67.13 N.A.

b) Cost f Mile ..63 .67: .61 N.A.

12 Transportation From Patrons

*Subject to Revision
**Mileage rPpOrted bn Al2B was doubled to be comparable.

4,496.03 $ 6,382.05 $ 4,497.95 N.A.

1 7 3
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RESEARCH ISSUES AND PROMURES

FOR THE NEW HAMPSHIRE MUCATIONAL VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION

I. Introduction and Scope

The purpose of this paper is to provide initial form fon the development

of a comprehensive evaluation design for the New Hampshire Educational Voucher

Project as it progresses through the planning stages toward implementation.

A number of previously developed position papers have provided concePtual;

1

level/approaches to the evaluation of.a voucher demonstration. Other papers

address specific research issues and the roles of individualS or agencies in

eValuation activities. It is apparent that no ,single comprehensive design has ;

been articulated to pull together these conCepts, people and,issues\ This paper

attamts that synthesis.

Tilf New Hampshire Educational Voucher Project is designed so that parents

will be eligible to receive a voucher to enable their children to'attend:

a. One of the public schools in their home district, if such schools are

provided.

b. A public school outside of their home district subject to space limita-

tions and the willingness of sUch a school to accept them. In those
tr

instances Aiere tuition is greater than the voucher price, parents may

pay any tuition costs above the value of the voucher or may secure

other additional financial support.

c. A'non-sectarian private school of their choice, if the students meet the

admissions criteria. In !:Ipse instances where tuition is greater than

the voucher price, parents may pay any tuition costs above the value
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of the voucher or may secure other additional financial support.

The voucher program provides parenls-with a genuine choice between educational

programs. This freedom of choice may lead to more diverse and responsive educa7

tional opportunities (SDE, 1973),

/AS THE PROJECT MOVES THROUGH ITS FIVE YEAR DEMONSTRATION EFFORT, IT

TO TEST THE VALIDITY OF THE FOLLOWING ASSMPTICNS: (SDE, 1973, pp. 40)

1. Increased Freedom of Choice: Parents will have increased-freedom in

-choosing their child's education.

2. Direct Parental Participation: Parents,will participate more directly

in scnool affairs. Therefore, parents will exercise.vouchers to transfer

students between schools and will be more active in parent groups in all

schools.

3.. Improved Accountability: Schools will provide more factual information

to parents concerning the effectiveness of their educational programs.

Parents will then use thiS information in the selection of their child's

program..

4. Increased Educational Responsivenessrand Diversity: Increased educational

diversity will result. The number of new schools and the number of times

that programs change. will increase in response to the consumers' stated

needs.

5. Improved Educational Achievement: The level of achievement will improve

or remain stable.under a voucher plan. Standardized and comprehensive
\

testing programS.will indicate increased or stable results in students'

conventional academic achievements.

6. Mbre Equal Cpportunities: Low and moderate income parents \krill have more

educational opportunities for their children. This increase-will be
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indicated by a substantially greater number of low and moderate income

parents selecting other than their previous single option. Also, the

percentage of families selecting other than the previous educational

option will not be related to family income.

.7. Cost Effectiveness: The cost per,unit of education of a comparable

quallty will fall. The cost per student will be less under a voucher

plan than under the present system, with no decrense in educational

effectiveness.

S. Refocusing of Political Activities: There will be reduced political

emphasis on the educational content. The poli'lcal system will be more

tconcerned with how to fund education (process) and will tend to leave the

providing of education (content) to those with educational expertise.

FURTHER THE PROJECT SEEKS TO TEST THE VALIDITY Cg THE NEGATIVE ASSUMPTICNS

(SDE 1973, pp. 5 & 6) WHICH ARE:

9. Decline of Publib Schools: The public schools will not be able to compete

effectively with private schools. There'will be a noticeable decline

in public school enrollments.

10. Educational and Social Stratification: Public schools will be left with

only the difficult-to-educate students. The public schools will 1)come a

dumping ground for students with low achievement, social adjustment Problems,

or behavior problans. Moreover, the possibility of ethnic, or socioeConomic

segregation is increased.

11. Transitional Problems: The consequences-of Success or failure of the pro-

ject Cannot be ancipated. .Non-acceptance of the voucher concept following

federal withdrawal from the project could'present major adjustment problems

in returning to traditional educat°i.onal financing. Acceptance may lead

to an increase in local.property taxburdens.

12. Requireents for Non-Public Schools: 'That New Hampshire's .non-public

1 17
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schools will not accept tile evaluation-auditing requirements and hence

will not participate.

The research ,,nd evaluation effort for the New Hampshire model must relate

directly to the twelve assumptions which the project is designed to test.

The evaluation design Will address a host of issues which can be traced back

to the original twelve assumptions. These issues will be of interest to three.

levels of public concern:

* National

* State

* Local (Local School Districts)

Further, the issues included in the evaluation design will assess the impact

of the voucher demonstration in the following areas:

* Educational Impact

* Economic Impact

* Social Impact

* Politica'_ Impact

The initial evaluation design then, will key all research and evaluation

issues to:

1) -The assumption to be tested

2) The level of public concern

3) The-area of .impact

II. Procedures for Evaluation Activities

While various activities of the research and the evaluative issue attached

in section III of this paper may only be ofpimary interest to the national., the

State, or the local audience, it is the p9sition of the local voucher administration

that it should assume vigorous leadership in the design, supervision., and execution

pf evaluation activities, regardless of the level of'audience interest.

8



134

It is clear from the Alum Rock experience (Weiler, 1974) that the insertion

of various third party individuals and groups resulted in garbled evaluation pro-

cedures and results. Moreover, Cunningham (1975) cites -unobtrusiveness" as one

of the key attributes of on-site evaluation activities. Local control of the

evaluation activities is a central theme of this paper.

Certainly the design of evaluation criteria and assessment strategies will

require the active involvement of NIE, (NIE contractors such as . M. Leinwand

ASsociates), N.H. State Department of Education professionals, and local person-

nol. However, in addition to coordinating and defini,g the data elements, the

development of questionnaires, testing, or interview procedures, the local project

staff will have responsih''.ity for implementation, scheduling of data collection

and supervision of on-site.evaluation personnel. Data analysis, interpretation

and reporting can and might well be accomplished by non-projectstaff.

A basic flow for the evaluation process as it relates/to the input and

output needs of various groups and agencies might appearias follows:

(See attachment N).



EVALUATION

iNi'ORYIATION/MANAGEMENT FLOW

..=1.4.1m1......1111.

LOCAL SCHOOL BOARDS

EDUCATIONAL VOUCHER AUTHORITYft
STATE OFFICE

Define criteria

for'evaluation

0111.1........111 EVALUATION STAFF

Coordination:

a) Data collection

TL:ting

c) Interviewing

NIE

Define criteria

fot evaluedon

N.011Mik

NIE CONTRACTORS

Instrument design

-
Data definition

Data collection

LOCAL SCHOOLS . 4110 NIE CONTRACTORS

Data anzlysis

Reporting

180

NIE

Receives

Reports
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The following policies wvjlci be t'sa to assure local involvement,

confidentiality, and respondents' riuts , privacy, and overall conduct of the

total evaluation program.

1. On-site observation and documentation of voucher related activities

by evaluators wilJ be coordinated by the local voucher administration.*

2. Data collected by the evaluation staff will be made available to other

evaluators- whenever subh information is requested.

3. Data released to researchers will either be in aggregate form or stripped

of personal identifiers so that confidentiality is maintained.

4. Evaluation staff will not disrupt the educational routine of test

schools.

5. Any school receiving students with vouchers will be required to fulfill .

the data collection requirements.

6. Only data which is needed for evaluating the agreed to issues will be

collected at lhe local level.

7. Duplication of data Collection activities v.il be avoided.

S.- All data collection activities will flow through the local voucher

administration for coordination. (See attachment N).

9. If.)cal voucher administration, NIE personnel, State staff, and identified

consultants or agencies will design questionnaire instruments. The

developed instruments Will be reviewed by local personnel.

10. Final revised instruments must be givenn clearance by the local voucher

administration, the State, NIE, and OMB.
4V

*The.local voucher administration has accepted with strong reservation the role
of the site-historian (Cunningham, 1975). However, this partictuar function of
observation is Ihe only data collection and reporting-process that will not be
cPerdinated at the local level. The acceptance of this function is not to be
construed as a precedent by which additional-uncoordinated data collecting and
reportingican be initiated without localfnvolvement and approval. (See

policy and atthment

)

7,
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11. Local project-evaluation staff or appro-:ed subcontractor will be respon-

sible for questionnaire.distribution and administration.

19. Standardized test inStrumentation fOr student achievement will follow,

the same policies for questionnaire de.- _gn, approval, and administration.

III. Research Objectives/Issues

When the three major audiences' need for evaluation and trpact data are studiE

an extensive evaluation effort will be required. In an effort to arrange these re-

seareh issues or objectives, a preliminary evaluation design matrix has been de-

veloped. The purpose of this matrix is to list each research objective and to

eross reference each objective as to audience, area of iinet, and assumption to

be tested. Further. an initial .. approach to tne e\,aluating criteria and acsessment

process for each bbjective will be suggested. (See Attachment 0).

IV. Evaluation Design Issues

The implementation of the evaluation design will be the mOst difficult

aspect of the voucher demonstration. Evaluation is always viewed as a threat by

the various groups who are seeking to demonstrate program impact or prove various

hypotheses. Whenever eveluation data are collected to:aScertain a given-process

or product, there are usually individuals or agencies which seek to disprove the

conclusions by introducing alternative data sources or by criticizing the evalua-

tion design, data elements or data analysis techniques used. Given thiS fact of.

life, it. is imperative that the final evaluation design control for the criticisms

which are certain to arise in the future. There are a number of techniques or .

strategies which should be included-in the final evaluation design to address

these issues.

1) The evaluation design (such as the-matrix developed on th6 preceding

paws) should receive widespread distribution and input to be sure that

all the major reseafch/evaluation objectives ,tre addressed. One might

ask the-question, can you think of any question or concern which the

'or..$
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voucher test inight raise that cannot be addressed with the data

which this desigr will provide?"

2) It is (-sential that the evaluation design bu ,-stablished prior

to implementation of the voucher test. It- is equally important that

the design be implemented to :he lette. While plawied modifications

in the test will undoubtedly occur, the evaluation of these issues

should be added to the orignal design rather tl:arl an entire new

design be developed.

3) We should think of the design as measuring two major areas of impact:

*V_AT\ EFFECTS

*SIDE EFFECTS

4) Each school participating in the voucher demonstril ion should link into

the evaluation component at two levels.

First, there would be MINION DATA which would be collected by all

schools concerning its students, teachers, parents, budget, and opera-

-Lions. These data wnuld be compiled from all schools and take their

appropriate place in the project evaluation design.

Second, there would be UNIQUE DATA wilich would be collected by ,

each school as it pertains to the unique educational prograin for that

school. These data k%ould relate directly to the school's objectives

and be used to determine the effectiveness of its program and as in-

formation for parents.
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OBJECTIVE

YATRIX OF RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

ASSM'TIC ::!.PAOT AUDIENCE EVALUATIVE

AREA AREA NIE STATE LOCAL CRITERIA

1) Parents will have

variety of educational

options to select from.

ASSESRENT

PROCESS CCM'NTS

1,4 Social x x x *Public option.

*Private option.

*Out of district

options.

*Document all oPtions

available.

*Document all options

Use in control

district also.

2) Students will shift

from original home

school to other options.

31 Student shift to

and from options will

be a function of

socioeconomic status.

1,4 Educa- x

tional

1,2,0, Social x

10

*Daseline enroll-

ments documented.

*Note shifts into and

from baseline P.:atus

as a function af choice.

Family moving is not a

shift.

x *Shift as func- *Monitor shifts as noted

tion of income. in #2 as a function of

income.

4) Parents will parti-

cipate more fully in

the educational pro-

cess of their children.

5) The voucher model/

system Will be known

and understood by

parents.

1d6

Social x *Parent/child in- *Develop parent question- Use in control

volvement. naire to monitor these district also.

*Parent9 reviewing event and others of at-

option :. and making titude.

choices.

*Parents attendance

at public meetings.

*Parents in the

schools.

SociaJ V
*Parents awareness *Part of parent survey

and understanding questionnaire.

of vouchers. *Document dissemina-

*What method of in- tion of information

formation was most about model through

helpful. all media.

187
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OBJECTIVE

A7== EUTLE
7;IE CRITiRIA

;-.S.S7SS7

PSOCESS CnENTS

6) Parents will weigh

various factors in

the educational

choice process.

Educa-

tional

*List Possible rea- *Document reason(s) for

sons for choice: parent choice of ro-

Educational pro- gram.

gram.

-Teaching staff.

-Bussing.

-Geography.

-Friends opinion

Others

7) The voucher sys-

tem will encourage

educational diver-

sity.

Educa- x

tional

*More options are

available as test

progresses.

*Existing op',:ions

wax and wane as

test progresses.

*Document institutional

shift in all options

building from origi-

nal documentation in

.....-..11
Me in control

district also.

8) The voucher schools

will effectively in-

form parents of 'their

programS.

3,4 Educa- x

tional

*All Schools will

have program pub-

licity.

*Widespread ise of

*Document process of each

schools information dis-
:

semination effort.

*Ascertain truth in adver-

media will occur. tising.

*Negative advertis-

ing may occur.

Students in voucher 3,5

qstem will achieve in

readiny and mathematics.

Educa-

tional

x x x *Above or average

achievement in

reading and math.

*Test sample of students (Use in control

annually in reading and district also.

math'.

*Analyze as a function

of school and SES shift.

0



OBJECTIVE

ASSUMPTION IMPACT AUDIENCE EVALATIVE

AREA AREA NIE STATE LOCAL CRIT2RIA

ASSESSMENT

PROCESS COMMENTS

10) Parent attitude 2

toward education/

schools will improve.

Social'. x x, *Positive parent

attitude toward

education.

*Positive parent

attitude toward

the school.

*Include semantic

differential at-

titude assessment

in parent inStru-

ment.

Use in control

district also.

11) Cost per unit

/of education will

decline.

Eco-

nomic

*Per-pupil costs

for each alter-

native.

*Relate costs to

student achieve-

ment/parent atti-

tude.

*Develop standard cost

accounting system

for all schools.

12) Student attitude 5

toward education will

improve.

Educa-

tional

*Attendance rates.

*Vandalism in

schools.

*Attitude toward

education.

*Document attendance

htes over a period

of time for students;

*Document vandalism.

*Student attitude

survey.

Use in control

district also.

13) Tearhers will

become more pro-

fessional in their

educational careers.

Educa-

tional

,

*Attitude toward

their work and

vouchers.

*Use of new and

innovative tech-

niques and media.

*Teacher survey to

assess,attitude

toWard Ivouchers, pro

and con. Also include

items on new class-

room techniques.



OBJECTIVE

ASSUMPTION IMPACT AUDIENCE EVALUATIVE ASSESSYENT

AREA AREA NIE STATE LDCAL CRITERIA ROCESS COMMENTS

14) Teachers will 8 Politi- x x *Teachers know- *Include items in teach-

become more involved cal ledge about bud- er survey.

in the administrative get matters.

and.political aspects *Teacher attendance

of education. at policy (EVA or

Board) meetings.

*Teachers having

administrative

duties.

15): Teachers All

become moreidi-

rectly involved

with parents.

1,3 EdUca- x x x *Teacher visits with *Include items in teach- ,Use in control

tional parents. er survey district.

*More achievement

data (micro)kept

by teachers.

16) Teachers will 3,4 Educa- x x x Teacher shifts. .*Document shifts in'pro-.

re-distribute them- tional *New teachers fessional staff, and the

selves to seek out added. reasons.

programs where theY *Document the process for

can add strength. ,hiring new staff.

*Document reasons (salary,

program, geography).

17) Vouchers will 7 Eco- x x x *Complete cost *Cost accounting and , ".
lead to a complete, nomic accounting analysis system estab- 1-3

. qTet simple cost, 'lished to cover all. >
'analysis.of educa- voucher and non-voucher 0

Z
tion. costs: 4

M
Z
Pi

19:2 193.0



OBJECTIVE

ASSTITION IMPACT AUDIENCE EVALUATIVE

AREA AREA NIE STATE LOCAL CRITERIA

ASSESSMENT

PROCESS CONEMS

18) Parents will ba

more satisfied with

their children's

education.

3 Educa- x

tiohal

*Satisfaction will

improve by all

parents.

*Assess parent satisfac-

tion as a function of

-knowledge about Vouchers.

-SES.

-school participation.

-program.

-child achievement.

-shift in schools.

19) Vouchers result 10 Social x

in de-facto segrega-

tion of schools by

students and pro-

fessionals.

!

x *Stratification as *DocuMent each school's

a function of students and professionali-,

-Income.

-Ethnic Back-

ground.

-Ability.

-Salary.

and the shifts over the

period of the demonstra7,_

tion.

20) Decentralized 8

authority for school

management will occur

as a result of vou-

chers.

x

cal

*Management of *Document the impact and

school programs at control over school pro-

the unit level. grams at thelocal level

and its shilft over time.

21) Each voucher

school will develop

its own objective

based evaluation

system.

Educa-

tional

*Each school has

management and

'student outcome

objectives,

*Each school has.

evaluation system..

to ascertain pro-

gress.

*Document each school's

evaluation system - cri-

tique its quality.



SECTION VIII

UNDESIRABLE EFFECTS



POSSIBLE UNDESIRABLE EFFECTS

Undesirable effect as it is being used in the voucher demon-

stration Will refer to only those issues or effects that are mat-

ters of paramount social concern. The rationale for designating

an area as one of-possible concern, must be of utmost sotial

concern regarding the consequences of a particular aspect of

the voucher demonstration. Such occurrences 4ould be the excep-

tion rather than the rule, capable of clear definition and

Verification prior to the actual inception of the demonstration.

With this.in mind, three possible undesirable effects in

the New Hampshire Model have been ideRtified: 1) forced ségre-\

gation, 2) discrimination against any.individual on the basis

of race, religion or social background, (The demonstration does,

not prohibit'voluntary segregation on these bases, if individuals

are capable of making a.choice and so choose such alternatives'.1)

and 3) any increased involuntary concentration of low ability

and low achieving students in any_particular school. Voluntary

increases in concentrations of Such Students is,_of course, allow-

able since certain schools will presumably solicitstudents on the

basis of the students' abilities, interests, and achievement levels.

Effects that are other than those of a paramount ocial
I.

nature yet which may affect. operational concerns of either

.parents, teachers, or school administrators will be dealt with

on.an individual caSe-by-case basis. Perspettive on the view-

/point-from which the effett -arises may be of utmost importance .
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when considering any given effect. Frequency of occurrence must

also be conSidered. An abundance of new rules and regulations

must not be developed merely because of a positional or individual

fear. Student population shifts, reallocation of resources,2 and

innovation are parts of the assumptions to be tested. The actual
_

demonstration will evaluate and document whether students-change

sChoolS, parents become more involved, educational resources are

reallocated, or if new educational administrative systems evolve.

As a final-note, possible undesirable effects have been

identified. Systems will be designed to deal with these effects,

prior to the individual school districts: votes.in 1976.- Yet the

possibility of identifying further areas of concern, as the demon-

stration develops, are r,Jt precluded.

^

_ 1Care must be exercised in judging a situation of this nature,
particularly since voluntary segregation by one group cannot be
allowed to result in the imposition of forced segregation on
another group. Voluntary segregation is only permissible where
there is no evidence of concomittant forced segregation.

2Procedures are being designed to provide administrative and
instructional support for the shifting of educative resources.
These procedures will be spelled out in Phase II of the study/plan-
ning activity.
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